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ABSTRACT
A MULTIVARIATE CONTRIBUTION TO THE 
MEASUREMENT AND CONSTRUCT VALIDITY OF 
GENERALIZED SOCIAL ATTRACTION
By
DAVID MIKLE LEUSER 
U n i v e r s i t y  o f  New Hampshire,  September ,  1979
Socia l  p s yc ho log ic a l  r e s e a r c h  on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  seems t o  
have peaked du r ing  t h e  e a r l y  1970s, wi th  i n t e r e s t  and a c t i v i t y  in  t h e  
a r e a  s t e a d i l y  d e c l i n i n g  s i n c e  t h a t  t im e .  This  d e c l i n e  seems t o  be t h e  
r e s u l t  o f  a s e r i e s  o f  un reso lved  measurement problems in  t h e  a r e a .
While a t t r a c t i o n  i s  c o n c e p tu a l i z e d  as  a m ult id im ens iona l  c o n s t r u c t ,  i t s  
presumed components a r e  no t  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  a s se s s e d  a t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  
l e v e l .  The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  was des igned  t o  achieve  t h r e e  o b j e c t i v e s :  
(a)  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  n a tu r e  of  t h e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  " g e n e r a l i z e d  
so c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n , "  (b) t o  dem ons t ra te  t h a t  persona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  
f a c t o r s  may d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  i n f l u e n c e  th e  u n de r ly ing  components o f  s o c i a l  
a t t r a c t i o n ,  and (c)  t o  compare t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  t h e  w ide ly  used procedures  
f o r  measuring s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  and t o  deve lop a s e t  o f  s c a l e s  f o r  the  
s e p a r a t e  measurement o f  t h e  components of  t h e  o v e r a l l  a t t r a c t i o n  
response .
Based upon p rev ious  t h e o r y  and f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  r e s e a r c h ,  a t h r e e  
component m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  was 
e x pe c te d ,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s
components.  Two s t u d i e s  were c a r r i e d  ou t  employing a 2 X 2 X 2 
f a c t o r i a l  d e s ig n .  The independen t  v a r i a b l e s  were;  (a)  a t t i t u d e  
s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y  ( s i m i l a r  ve r su s  d i s s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e s  about  
paranormal phenomena), (b) i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  ( t a s k  o r i e n t e d  ve rsus  
s o c io - e m o t io n a l ly  o r i e n t e d  i n t e r a c t i o n ) ,  and (c)  dyad sex (same sex 
ve rsus  o p p o s i t e  sex dyad ic  i n t e r a c t i o n ) .  In Study 1, a s e r i e s  o f  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  on l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and phys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  
components of  a t t r a c t i o n  were found.- These e f f e c t s  were p a r t i a l l y  
r e p l i c a t e d  in  Study 2. In a d d i t i o n  to  t h e  wide ly  r e p o r t e d  a t t i t u d e  
s i m i l a r i t y - a t t r a c t i o n  e f f e c t ,  e f f e c t s  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  were 
obse rved ,  a long  wi th  sex d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  t h e  
components o f  a t t r a c t i o n ,  and d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  o f  same sex ve rsus  
oppos i t e  sex i n t e r a c t i o n  r equ i rem en ts  between s u b j e c t s .
A c l a s s i c a l  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  wi th  i t e r a t i o n s  was c a r r i e d  ou t  on 
the  w i th in  c e l l s  c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r ix  f o r  (a)  40 widely  used L i k e r t  type  
measures  of  a t t r a c t i o n ,  and (b)  40 wide ly  used semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
type measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  While t h e r e  was some ambigu i ty  in  t h e  
r e s u l t s ,  as  well  as some v a r i a t i o n  in  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  f a c t o r s  ob ta ined  
in t h e  two d i f f e r e n t  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  i t e m s ,  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  t h r e e  f o ld  
m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  was g e n e r a l l y  s u ppo r te d .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
m u l t i p l e  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and p h ys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  components,  a 
s e r i e s  o f  s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e  components was a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d .
A comparison of  v a r i o u s  methods o f  measuring a t t r a c t i o n  i n d i c a t e d  
t h a t  s i n g l e  s c a l e s  and f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r ive d  s c a l e s  were s u p e r i o r  
to  l o g i c a l l y  d e f in e d  composi te  s c a l e s  in  i d e n t i f y i n g  between c e l l s  
e f f e c t s .  A s e r i e s  o f  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  s c a l e s ,  c a l l e d  the  
New Hampshire Soc ia l  A t t r a c t i o n  S c a l e s , were p r e s e n te d  t o  measure
x
l i k i n g ,  l i k a b i l i t y ,  easygo ing  s o c i a b i l i t y ,  r e s p e c t ,  competence,  phys ic a l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  grooming a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  phys ica l  b e a u ty ,  r e j e c t i o n ,  
informal  s o c i a l  a c c e p ta n c e ,  and in t im acy  dimensions o f  s o c i a l  
a t t r a c t i o n .  F u r th e r  r e s e a r c h  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  deve lop and f i n a l i z e  
measurement s t r a t e g i e s  in t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .
xi
INTRODUCTION
The s tudy  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  has been a ve ry  popu la r  
t o p i c  f o r  r e s e a r c h  among s o c i a l  p s y c h o lo g i s t s  in  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  and 
with good r ea son .  Most human behav io r  occurs  in  a group s e t t i n g ,  in  
the  c o n te x t  o f  a f f e c t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between peop le .  Common sense  
emphasizes t h e  impor tance  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  to  a lmost  a l l  a s p e c t s  o f  such 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  be ha v io r .  P e r s o n a l i t y  and m o t i v a t i o n a l  t h e o r i s t s  such 
as Maslow (1943,  1954) have long p o s t u l a t e d  b a s i c  human needs f o r  
a f f i l i a t i o n  and "be long ingness"  in  s o c i a l  g roups .  The impact  o f  
a t t r a c t i o n  on s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  has a long h i s t o r y  o f  s tudy  by 
s o c ia l  s c i e n t i s t s  ( e . g . ,  Marlowe & Gergen, 1969; Newcomb, 1961; 
S c ha c h te r ,  1959) .  A t t r a c t i o n  appears  invo lved  wi th  a wide v a r i e t y  of  
c o g n i t i v e  f u n c t i o n s  and i n t e r p e r s o n a l  b e h a v io r s ,  i n c l u d in g  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
p e rc e p t ion  ( e . g . ,  Brewer & Brewer, 1968) ,  a t t r i b u t i o n  ( e . g . ,  Regan, 
S t r a u s ,  & Faz io ,  1974) ,  nonverbal  b e ha v io r  ( e . g . ,  Mehrabian,  1968a ,b;  
P a t t e r s o n ,  1973; Speer ,  1972) ,  and amount o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( e . g . ,  
Moran, 1966). In t h e i r  r e v i e w s ,  L o t t  and L o t t  (1965,  1972) o u t l i n e d  
t h r e e  b a s i c  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  b e ha v io ra l  c o r r e l a t e s  o f  a t t r a c t i o n ,  i n c l u d ­
ing (a)  approach and avo idance r e s p o n s e s ,  (b)  e v a l u a t i v e  and d e s c r i p t i v e  
r esponses ,  and (c)  co n fo rm i ty ,  model ing,  and a c q u ie s c e n t  r e s p o n s e s .  In 
g e n e r a l ,  r e s e a rc h  has shown t h a t  people  w i l l  move towards t h o s e  they 
l i k e  and away from th o s e  they  d i s l i k e ,  in  phys ica l  v e r b a l ,  and 
symbolic  ways. Liked persons  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  e v a lu a t e d  more p o s i t i v e l y  
than d i s l i k e d  persons  a c ro s s  a v a r i e t y  o f  d imens ions .  Respondents a l s o  
tend t o  judge  l i k e d  o t h e r s  as  s i m i l a r  t o  themselves  on p o s i t i v e  or
1
n e u t r a l l y  e v a lu a t e d  t r a i t s .  Liked persons  t end  to  be d e s c r i b e d  in 
more d e t a i l  than d i s l i k e d  pe r s o n s .  And f i n a l l y ,  t h e  a ccep tance  of  
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  i n f l u e n c e  appear s  t o  be p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  l i k i n g  
f o r  t h e  i n f l u e n c i n g  agen t .  From t h e  p r a c t i c a l  s t a n d p o i n t  t h e n ,  i t  i s  
c l e a r  t h a t  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  an im p o r ta n t  a r e a  f o r  s o c i a l  r e s e a r c h ,  s i n c e  
i t  c o n s t a n t l y  impacts on such a wide v a r i e t y  o f  our  everyday  i n t e r ­
pe rsona l  and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  b e h a v io r .
A t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  expanded d r a m a t i c a l l y  du r ing  th e  1960s and 
e a r l y  1970s,  l e a d i n g  some contemporary rev ie w e r s  t o  comment t h a t  
" a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  shows no s ign  as y e t  of  r each ing  asymptote"
(Byrne & G r i f f i t t ,  1973, p. 317) .  Such an asymptote  does seem t o  have 
been reached du r in g  th e  l a s t  s i x  y e a r s ,  however. A r e c e n t  r ev iew 
(Huston & L e v in g e r ,  1978) c r i t i c i z e s  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  s tudy  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  
between s t r a n g e r s  t y p i c a l l y  c a r r i e d  ou t  by experimenta l  s o c i a l  psych­
o l o g i s t s ,  and looks t o  o t h e r  l i t e r a t u r e s  ( e . g . ,  f am i ly  s o c i o l o g y ,  
c u l t u r a l  a n th r opo logy ,  and c l i n i c a l  psychology)  t o  e l u c i d a t e  t h e  
n a tu r e  of  " a t t r a c t i o n  in  r e l a t i o n s h i p s . "  The d e c re a s in g  numbers o f  
a r t i c l e s  pub l i she d  on a t t r a c t i o n  in  s t a n d a r d  s o c i a l  p sycho log ica l  
j o u r n a l s  du r in g  t h e  p a s t  few y e a r s  seems t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t - - ! i k e  many 
o t h e r  t o p i c s  in  s o c i a l  p sy c h o lo g y - - th e  s tudy  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  has passed  i t s  pe r iod  of  peak i n t e r e s t  among r e s e a r c h e r s .
Other a r e a s ,  such as  t h e  s tudy  o f  group c o h e s i v e n e s s ,  have a l s o  
come and gone in  t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e .  There seem t o  be a number of  
p a r a l l e l s  in  development  in t h e  r i s e  and f a l l  o f  both "group c o h e s i v e ­
ness"  and " i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  among exper im en ta l  s o c i a l  psych­
o l o g i s t s .  Most s t r i k i n g l y ,  both t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n s t r u c t s  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  
t o t a l  and u n c r i t i c a l  adop t ion  o f  common sense  n o t io n s  f o r  presumably
3p r e c i s e  s c i e n t i f i c  t h e o r y  and r e s e a r c h .  Both c o n s t r u c t s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  
measured th rough i d i o s y n c r a t i c  s c a l e s  based on common sense  n o t io n s  of  
the  phenomenon in q u e s t i o n .  Both a r e a s  appear  ve ry  r e l e v a n t  and impor­
t a n t  t o  p r a c t i c a l  everyday  concerns o f  s o c i a l  b e h a v io r ,  thus  j u s t i f y i n g  
a c o n s id e r a b l e  r e s e a r c h  e f f o r t .  Yet r e s e a r c h  in  each a r e a  tends  t o  be 
very l i m i t e d  in  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y ,  where "genera l  p r i n c i p l e s "  a r e  
r e p l e t e  wi th  e x c e p t i o n s ,  and t h e  e f f o r t  does no t  r e p r e s e n t  a t r u l y  
cumulat ive s c i e n t i f i c  e n t e r p r i s e .  Var ied  t h e o r e t i c a l  approaches and 
empi r ica l  c o n t r a d i c t i o n s  abound, y e t  a r e  c a s u a l l y  accep ted  as a 
necessa ry  by -p roduc t  o f  t h e  complexi ty  of  t h e  phenomenon under  s tudy .
The above f a c t o r s  account  f o r  a b r i e f  f l u r r y  o f  r e s e a r c h  a c t i v i t y  
in the  a rea  of  group cohes iveness  du r ing  th e  1950s and e a r l y  1960s, 
u n t i l  a c r i t i c a l  examina t ion of  t h e  measurement  q u e s t i o n  in  t h e  a re a  
u l t i m a t e l y  l ed  t o  i t s  demise.  Ear ly  r e s e a r c h  ( e . g . ,  Back, 1951; 
F e s t i n g e r ,  S c h a c h te r ,  & Back, 1950; French 1941; S e a s h o re ,  1954) seemed 
to  p o in t  t o  t h e  promis ing  p o t e n t i a l  o f  t h e  a r e a .  Yet comments on the  
r i f t  between t h e  concep tua l  unde rs t a n d in g  of  t h e  phenomenon and i t s  
o p e ra t io n a l  measurement soon began s u r f a c i n g  w ide ly  ( e . g . ,  A l b e r t ,  1953; 
Gross & M a r t in ,  1952) .  Then a c r u c i a l  s tudy  by Eisman (1959) ,  which 
was r e p l i c a t e d  by Ramuz-Nienhuis and van Bergen (1960) ,  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  
the  ve ry  b a s i c ,  f r e q u e n t l y  employed measures  o f  group cohes iveness  did 
not  c o r r e l a t e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  wi th  each o t h e r  when measurements were taken 
of  ongoing s t u d e n t  groups .  This  l ed  t o  a v a r i e t y  o f  proposed new 
measurement s t r a t e g i e s  ( e . g . ,  Gruen,  1965; Hoffman, 1962; van Bergen & 
Koekebakker, 1959) ,  and t o  new concep tua l  a na ly se s  o f  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  the  
phenomenon ( e . g . ,  Feldman, 1968; Hagstrom & S e l v i n ,  1965; L o t t  & L o t t ,  
1965). These s t r a t e g i e s  and an a ly s e s  e s s e n t i a l l y  reduced th e  phenomenon
of  cohes iveness  from i t s  i n i t i a l  ve ry  broad and a b s t r a c t  d e f i n i t i o n  
(as  t h e  " t o t a l  f i e l d  o f  f o r c e s  which a c t  on members t o  remain in  t h e  
g roup,"  F e s t i n g e r ,  S c h a c h te r ,  & Back, 1950, p. 164) t o  s e v e r a l  component 
phenomena more e x p l i c i t l y  d e f in e d  in  terms of  measureable  a s p e c t s  o f  
the  e m p i r ica l  world.  For example,  van Bergen and Koekebakker (1959) 
i d e n t i f i e d  cohes iveness  in terms o f  a t t r a c t i o n  t o  group;  L o t t  and 
Lo t t  (1965) saw i t  mere ly  as  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n ;  Hagstrom and 
Se lvin (1965) d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  " s o c i a l  s a t i s f a c t i o n , "  o r  t h e  i n s t r u m e n ta l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of  groups ( in  terms of  a p e r s o n ' s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  meet 
people and make f r i e n d s ) ,  from " s o c i o m e t r i c  c o h e s io n , "  or  t h e  i n t r i n s i c  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  groups ( t h e  degree  t o  which members a re  a t t r a c t e d  by 
va lues  i n t e r n a l  t o  t h e  g roup) .  F i n a l l y ,  Feldman (1968) i d e n t i f i e d  
t h r e e  p o t e n t i a l  components o f  group i n t e g r a t i o n  and group c o h e s iv e n e s s :  
(a)  normative i n t e g r a t i o n  (accep tance  o f  group norms);  (b) f u n c t i o n a l  
i n t e g r a t i o n  (accep tance  o f  s p e c i a l i z e d  r o l e s  and i n t r a / i n t e r g r o u p  
r e l a t i o n s ) ;  and (c)  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  ( r e c i p r o c a l  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n ) .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  none o f  t h e s e  new c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n s  o f  
cohes iveness  spu r red  widespread  i n t e r e s t ,  and t h e  c o n s t r u c t  has f o r  
the  most p a r t  d i s a p p e a re d  from th e  pages of  c u r r e n t  s o c i a l  p sycho log ica l  
j o u r n a l s .
The purpose o f  t h e  fo re go ing  comments on t h e  r i s e  and f a l l  o f  the  
concept  o f  group c ohes iveness  was t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  manner in  which a 
vague, common sense  c o n s t r u c t  was taken  over  by s o c i a l  p s y c h o lo g i s t s  
and used f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  a n a l y s i s ,  u n t i l  t h e  i n h e r e n t  measurement 
problems t i e d  t o  such a b s t r a c t ,  g e n e r a l i z e d  te rm in o logy  were r e a l i z e d  
and r e c t i f i e d  by r e - d e f i n i n g  th e  c o n s t r u c t  in  terms o f  more s p e c i f i c  
o p e ra t io n a l  components. I d e a l l y ,  such o p e r a t i o n a l  components should
5be r e l a t e d  t o  some o f  t h e  b a s i c  p a ra m e t r i c  f a c t o r s  which r e l i a b l y  
i n f l u e n c e  t h e  phenomenon in  t h e  r e a l  w o r ld ,  so t h a t  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  one 
s e t  o f  components over  ano the r  could  be demons t ra ted  on e m p i r ic a l  as  
wel l as l o g i c a l  grounds.  U n f o r tu n a t e l y ,  such a l i n k i n g  between e n v i r o n ­
m e n ta l / p e r s o n a l  pa ram ete rs  and consequen t  components o f  c ohe s ive ness  
was never  c a r r i e d  ou t  in  t h e  cohes iveness  l i t e r a t u r e .  Thus, no s i n g l e  
s e t  o f  components was e v e r  wide ly  agreed upon,  and r e s e a r c h e r s  l o s t  
i n t e r e s t  in t h e  a r e a .
The s tudy  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by a s i m i l a r  
developmental h i s t o r y  and s e t  o f  o p e r a t i o n a l / c o n c e p t u a l  problems,  as 
d esc r ibed  by Leuser  (1975,  1976). " A t t r a c t i o n "  i s  a common sense  
c o n s t r u c t  t h a t  has t y p i c a l l y  been measured in  common sense  ways. 
Comparabi l i ty  o f  r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s  i s  seen as i m p o r t a n t ,  but  i s  merely  
assumed r a t h e r  than dem ons t ra ted .  Cumulat ive s c i e n t i f i c  r e s e a r c h  
r e q u i r e s  r e l i a b l e ,  v a l i d  measures  o f  t h e  phenomenon o r  c o n s t r u c t  of  
i n t e r e s t ,  and t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  v a r i a b l e s  t h a t  
i n t e r a c t  wi th  t h e  phenomenon so t h a t  t h e y  can be c o n t r o l l e d  du r in g  th e  
process  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  o b s e r v a t i o n .  Without  both o f  t h e s e  components,  
r e s e a rc h  r e s u l t s  w i l l  be noncomparable .  Even though l a r g e  numbers o f  
in d iv id u a l  r e s e a r c h  s t u d i e s  may be done ,  a more r e f i n e d  u n de rs t a nd ing  
o f  t h e  phenomenon of  i n t e r e s t  can not  de ve lop  because  o f  t h e  f r a c t i o n a l - 
i z a t i o n  of  e f f o r t  in  t h e  a r e a .  I t  seems t h a t  i n t e r e s t  i s  c u r r e n t l y  
waning in a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  because of  such problems,  and t h a t  cumu­
l a t i v e  r e s e a r c h  in  t h e  a re a  cannot  proceed u n t i l  some very  ba s ic  
em pi r ica l  a n d /o r  m ethodologica l  agreements  become an accep ted  p a r t  o f  
t h i s  r e s e a r c h  l i t e r a t u r e .
This  i s  not  meant t o  imply t h a t  no gene ra l  e m p i r i c a l  o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s  have emerged from a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h .  I t  i s  wel l  known,
f o r  example,  t h a t  a t t r a c t i o n  v a r i e s  in  lawful  ways w i th  both t h e  p ro p o r ­
t i o n  o f  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  and t h e  amount o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  between 
a c t o r s  ( c . f . ,  Byrne,  1971) . On th e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  phenomenon i s  no t  
y e t  well  enough unders tood  t o  a l low a c c u r a t e  p r e d i c t i v e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  
theory  in  o t h e r  than  a very  g r o s s ,  p r o b a b i l i s t i c  manner.  Before more 
r e f i n e d  and a c c u r a t e  p r e d i c t i o n  can be a c h ie v e d ,  t h e  "common sense"  
phenomenon o f  a t t r a c t i o n  must be r e - d e f i n e d  in  more s p e c i f i c  e m p i r ica l  
and conceptual  te rms.  A pprop r ia t e  methodolog ies  and e m p i r i c a l  r e s e a r c h  
r e s u l t s  a re  now a v a i l a b l e  t o  c r y s t a l l i z e  such a r e - d e f i n i t i o n ;  t h a t  i s  
t he  u l t i m a t e  goal of  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  endeavor .
THE NATURE AND CONCEPTUALIZATION OF ATTRACTION
Newcomb (1961) d e f in e d  a t t r a c t i o n  as  any d i r e c t  o r i e n t a t i o n  on 
the  p a r t  o f  one person  toward a n o th e r  t h a t  may be d e s c r i b e d  in  terms o f  
a p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e  s ig n  and an i n t e n s i t y  g r a d i e n t .  Most r e s e a r c h e r s  
s tu dy ing  a t t r a c t i o n  have employed t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  ( a t  l e a s t  i m p l i c i t l y ) .  
Yet,  as  numerous a u th o r s  have p o in te d  o u t  ( e . g . ,  Huston,  1974; Marlowe 
& Gergen, 1969; Wright ,  1971) ,  such a g e n e r a l i z e d  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  
a t t r a c t i o n  igno res  numerous p o t e n t i a l l y  im por tan t  d i s t i n c t i o n s  among 
sen t im en ts  t h a t  might  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  a t t r a c t i o n  in  d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
and s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n te x t s .
A widely  held  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  a 
c o n s t r u c t  r e f e r r i n g  p r i m a r i l y  t o  one p e r s o n ' s  a f f e c t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  
ano the r  person (Byrne & G r i f f i t t ,  1973) .  From t h i s  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  
a t t r a c t i o n  has been viewed both as a c o g n i t i v e  m e d i a to r ,  in  in fo rm a t io n  
p roces s ing  terms ( e . g . ,  Anderson,  1971; Kaplan & Anderson, 1973) ,  and as 
a m u l t i f a c e t e d  a t t i t u d e  ( e . g . ,  Huston,  1974; L o t t  & L o t t ,  1968; T e de sch i ,  
1974). A t t r a c t i o n ,  as an a t t i t u d e ,  i s  o f t e n  f u r t h e r  cons ide red  t o  be 
made up o f  c o g n i t i v e ,  a f f e c t i v e ,  and c onna t ive  components.  But c l e a r e r  
s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of  t h e  components i s  r a r e l y  a t t e m p t e d ,  in  s p i t e  of  the  
adm i t t ed  complexi ty  of  t h e  phenomenon. Newcomb (1961) h im s e l f  po in ted  
out  t h a t  h i s  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  was b road ,  and was not  
meant t o  s p e c i f y  a l l  of  t h e  f i n e - g r a i n e d  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  t h a t  could be 
made. As noted by Huston (1974) ,  s o c i a l  p s y c h o lo g i s t s  have y e t  t o  
s p e c i f y  t h e s e  more f i n e - g r a i n e d  components o f  t h e  global  a t t r a c t i o n  
response .
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8Some p r e l i m i n a r y  work has been done t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  v a r io u s  com­
ponents  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  Seve ra l  a u th o r s  have a t t empted  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
l i k i n g  from r e s p e c t  (B a le s ,  1958; K i e s l e r  & Goldberg ,  1968; M e t te e ,  
H re le c ,  & W ilk ins ,  1971; Simons, Berkowitz ,  & Moyer, 1970) ,  and l i k i n g  
from love (Bersche id  & W a l s t e r ,  1974a; Rubin,  1970, 1973, 1974) . In 
t h i s  l a t t e r  a r e a  o f  romant ic  a t t r a c t i o n ,  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  has 
proven t o  be an ex t rem e ly  im p o r ta n t  person  v a r i a b l e  which c o v a r i e s  with 
l i k i n g  ( e . g . ,  W a l s t e r ,  Aronson,  Abrahams, & Rottman, 1966) . Research 
on phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  has i n c r e a s e d  abundan t ly  du r in g  t h e  p a s t  
decade.  Now i t  i s  no t  on ly  c l e a r  t h a t  ph y s ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i s  a 
major  f a c t o r  in  d a t e  and mate s e l e c t i o n ,  bu t  i t  a l s o  appears  t h a t :
(a) a "phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  s t e r e o t y p e "  e x i s t s  in  our  s o c i e t y ,  by 
which t h e  p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  in  gene ra l  a r e  assumed t o  posses s  idea l  
p e r s o n a l i t i e s ,  t o  be o c c u p a t i o n a l l y  s u c c e s s f u l ,  and t o  lead  h a p p ie r  
l i v e s  than  t h e  u n a t t r a c t i v e ;  (b) a s s o c i a t i o n  wi th  p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  
people may i n c r e a s e  o n e ' s  p r e s t i g e ,  e s teem, and f a v o r a b le n e s s  of  
impress ion ;  (c)  p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  peop le  may be p e rc e iv e d  as more 
s i m i l a r  t o  o n e s e l f  than  u n a t t r a c t i v e  peop le ;  and (d)  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e ­
ness  i s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i th  p o p u l a r i t y  in  c h i ld h o o d ,  w i th  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of  
s o c ia l  behav io r  in  e i t h e r  p o s i t i v e  o r  n e g a t i v e  t e r m s ,  and wi th  a v a r i e t y  
o f  o t h e r  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  and s o c i a l i z a t i o n  p ro ce s s e s  (see  Bersche id  & 
W a ls te r ,  1974b, f o r  a r ev i e w ) .  Thus,  t h e  su g g e s t io n  t h a t  phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  may be a f o u r t h  im por ta n t  component ( a t  l e a s t  under  
c e r t a i n  c i r cum s tances )  in  t h e  m u l t id im ens iona l  a t t r a c t i o n  response  i s  
a r e a s o n a b le  one.
In s p i t e  o f  t h e  r e a s o n a b le n e s s  of  t h e  s u p p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  
a b s t r a c t  q u a l i t y  of  " i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  can be c o n c e p tu a l i z e d
9in a na r row e r ,  more c l e a r l y  d e l i m i t e d  f a s h i o n  as some conglom era t ion 
of  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  ph y s ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  and o c c a s i o n a l l y  love  
components,  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  has r e c e iv e d  l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  in  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e .  Soc ia l  p s y c h o l o g i s t s  have ,  f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  been c o n te n t  
t o  pay l i p  s e r v i c e  t o  t h e  assumption o f  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n ,  
and then  go ahead and des ign  dependent  measures  as common se nse  and con­
venience  d i c t a t e .  Thus,  t h r e e  un reso lve d  i s s u e s  may be i d e n t i f i e d  wi th  
regard t o  t h e  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n :  (a)  t h e
number and n a t u r e  o f  components o f  t h e  presumably m ul t id im ens iona l  
a t t r a c t i o n  r e s p o n s e ;  (b) t h e  problem of  t h e  measurement  of  t h e s e  
components f o r  r e s e a r c h  p u rpose s ;  and (c)  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h e s e  
components t o  each o t h e r  and t o  p e r s o n a l ,  s o c i a l ,  and s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s .
THE MEASUREMENT OF INTERPERSONAL ATTRACTION
As j u s t  d e s c r i b e d ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  r o u t i n e l y  concep­
t u a l i z e d  as a m ult id im ens iona l  c o n s t r u c t  a t  t h e  concep tua l  l e v e l ,  and 
i t  i s  g e n e r a l l y  agreed t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  v a r i e t i e s  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  t h a t  w a r r a n t  more d e l i m i t e d  a n a l y s i s .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  such 
conceptual  components of  a t t r a c t i o n  a re  n e i t h e r  d e l i b e r a t e l y  nor  
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  measured a t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  l e v e l .  There a re  two major 
c l a s s e s  of  o p e r a t i o n a l  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n :  ve rba l  and nonve rba l .
Nonverbal measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  have ga ined p o p u l a r i t y  over  t h e  p a s t  
decade,  a l though  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  verba l  measures has not  
y e t  been s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  e x p lo r e d .  Nonverbal measures  i n c l u d e  eye-  
c o n ta c t  (E l l sw or th  & Carl sm i th ,  1968; Goldberg,  K i e s l e r ,  & C o l l i n s ,
1969) , phys ica l  p rox im i ty  (Byrne,  B a s k e t t ,  & Hodges, 1971) ,  bo d i ly  
po s tu re  such as forward and backward l e a n ,  degree  o f  r e l a x a t i o n ,  and arm 
p o s i t i o n  (Mehrabian,  1968a, 1968b) ,  t h e  placement  o f  s i l h o u e t t e  f i g u r e s  
in h y p o th e t i c a l  s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s  ( L iv in g e r  & Gunner , 1967) ,  and 
p h y s io lo g ic a l  r e sponses  (Gormly, 1971) .
The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between verba l  and nonverbal  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  
i s  not  c l e a r  c u t .  While some a u th o r s  have r e p o r t e d  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
ve rba l  measures and behav io ra l  i n d i c e s  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  (Byrne,  1971;
Byrne, B a s k e t t ,  & Hodges, 1971; L o t t  & L o t t ,  1970) ,  o t h e r s  have found 
no r e l a t i o n s h i p  ( L a t t a ,  1976; Nemeth, 1970; Tesch,  Huston,  & Indenbaum, 
1973). Such r e s u l t s  may be due t o  t h e  vague and ambiguous d e f i n i t i o n s  
o f  a t t r a c t i o n  g e n e r a l l y  employed. Indeed,  s e v e r a l  a u th o r s  have concluded 
t h a t  weak o r  complex r e l a t i o n s  between verba l  and nonverbal  measures o f
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a t t r a c t i o n  a r e  t o  be e x p e c t e d ,  s i n c e  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  a m u l t i f a c e t e d  con­
s t r u c t  (Byrne & G r i f f i t t ,  1973; Mettee & Aronson, 1974) .
The p r e s e n t  r e s e a rc h  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  domain o f  p a p e r - a n d -p e n c i l  
type verba l  s e l f  r e p o r t  measures o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  Experimental  s o c i a l  
p s y c h o lo g i s t s  employ such measures  much more f r e q u e n t l y  than  nonverbal  
measures ,  s i n c e  t h e  l a t t e r  o f t e n  r e q u i r e  e l a b o r a t e  s c o r i n g  i n s t r u m e n ta ­
t i o n  and p ro ce d u re s ,  as  wel l  as t r a i n e d  o b s e r v e r s .  P a p e r - a n d -p e n c i l  
r a t i n g s ,  on th e  o t h e r  hand,  a re  e a s i l y  c o l l e c t e d  in  j u s t  about  any 
r e s e a rc h  s e t t i n g  ( i n c l u d in g  both t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  and t h e  f i e l d ) ,  and 
they  a re  a l s o  r e a d i l y  r e l a t e a b l e  t o  t h e o r e t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  r eg a rd in g  
th e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n ,  s i n c e  they  a r e  couched in 
verba l  conceptual  te rms.
A r e c e n t  review (L euse r ,  1975) documented both t h e  t remendous 
v a r i e t y  of  verba l  s e l f  r e p o r t  a t t r a c t i o n  measures  i n  use by s o c i a l  
psycho logical  r e s e a r c h e r s  and t h e  p s y c h o m e t r i c a l l y  n a ive  m an ipu la t ion  
of  t h e s e  measures  th rough a v a r i e t y  o f  q u e s t i o n a b l e  a r i t h m e t i c  and 
s t a t i s t i c a l  p rocedu res .  F o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e r e  have been some va in  a t t e m p ts  
a t  s t a n d a r d i z in g  th e  s o c i a l  p s y c h o l o g i s t ' s  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  Ever 
s in c e  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  o f  Osgood's  seminal  work on t h e  measurement  o f  
meaning wi th  t h e  semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  (Osgood, S u c i , & Tannenbaum,
1957) , b i p o l a r  a d j e c t i v e  s c a l e s  have been used t o  a s s e s s  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
e v a l u a t i v e  f e e l i n g s .  Leuser  (1975) reviewed 130 s t u d i e s  on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  pub l ished  between January  1970 and August  1975.^ S ix teen
*Seven of  the  most im por ta n t  p sycho log ica l  j o u r n a l s  p u b l i s h i n g  
a r t i c l e s  on th e  t o p i c  on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  were reviewed f o r  t h e  
s i x  y e a r  pe r iod  running  from January  1970 through August 1975. These 
j o u r n a l s  were: (a)  Jou rna l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y  and Soc ia l  Psycho logy , (b)
Journal  o f  Experimental  Soc ial  Psycho logy , (c)  Jou rna l  o f  Soc ia l  Psych­
o logy , (d) Journa l  o f  Applied Soc ial  Psychology (exc lud ing  t h e  y e a r s  
1970 and 1971, which were u n a v a i l a b l e ) ,  (e)  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Research in
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p e rc e n t  (21) of  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  used some s o r t  o f  semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
s c a l e  t o  measure a t t r a c t i o n ,  i n c l u d in g  anywhere from f i v e  t o  n in e t e e n  
d i f f e r e n t  b i p o l a r  a d j e c t i v e  s u b s c a l e s .  This  measurement p rocess  t y p i c a l l y  
culmina ted in  t h e  a r i t h m e t i c  d e r i v a t i o n  of  a composi te  s c o re  ( u s u a l l y  
e i t h e r  a mean or  a s imple summation) ,  which combined th e  se v e r a l  com­
ponent  s c a l e s  t h a t  comprise  t h e  measure i n t o  a s i n g l e  summary s c o re .
L i t t l e  s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  of  semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s  was found ,  
with t h e  ex c ep t io n  t h a t  i n d iv i d u a l  r e s e a r c h e r s  o c c a s i o n a l l y  used the  
same s c a l e s  and p rocedures  in  a program o f  r e s e a r c h  ( f o r  example,  an 
e i g h t  i tem s e r i e s  o f  s c a l e s  i n v e s t i g a t e d  by L o t t ,  L o t t ,  Reed, & Crow,
1970, was used in  s e v e r a l  o f  t h e s e  s t u d i e s ) ,  and seven p o i n t  s c a l e s  
were o f t e n  more popu la r  than  t h e  o t h e r  twelve  types  o f  s c a l e  ranges 
t h a t  were a l s o  encoun te red .
Byrne (1971) used h i s  p rev ious  r e s e a r c h  e x p e r i e n c e  and p r e s t i g e  
in  t h e  a r e a  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  t o  c a l l  f o r  a s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  of  
the  measurement  of  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  th rough t h e  use o f  t h e  
seven i tem " I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le "  ( I JS )  t h a t  he i n v en te d .  This  
measure c o n ta in s  a s e r i e s  of  s i x  q u e s t i o n s  r e g a r d in g  o n e ' s  impress ions  
o f  a no the r  person in  terms o f  i n t e l l i g e n c e ,  knowledge o f  c u r r e n t  e v e n t s ,  
m o r a l i t y ,  a d ju s t m e n t ,  pe rsona l  f e e l i n g s  ( l i k i n g ) ,  and working t o g e t h e r  
in  an exper imen t .  The l a s t  two i tems ( r a t i n g s  o f  l i k i n g  f o r  and d e s i r e  
t o  work wi th  t h e  t a r g e t  pe rson)  a re  presumed by many r e s e a r c h e r s  t o  t a p ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  f e e l i n g s  o f  l i k i n g  f o r  and r e s p e c t  towards t h e  person being 
judged .  Rat ings  on t h e s e  l a s t  two q u e s t i o n s  a r e  t y p i c a l l y  summed to  
y i e l d  a composi te  measure o f  a t t r a c t i o n  rang ing  between 2 and 14.
Soc ia l  Psycho logy , ( f )  Jou rna l  o f  P e r s o n a l i t y , and (g) Jou rna l  of  
Experimental  Research in  P e r s o n a l i t y  (now c a l l e d  t h e  Jou rna l  o f  Research 
in  P e r s o n a l i t y ) . A t o t a l  o f  130 s t u d i e s  were reviewed.
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The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  summing t h e  s c o re s  l i e s  in  t h e i r  .85 c o r r e l a t i o n  
(as  r e p o r t e d  by Byrne) ,  and i s  based on t h e  argument  t h a t  t h e  r e l i a b i l i t y  
and i n fo r m a t io n a l  accu racy  of  t h e  f i n a l  composi te  s c o re  i s  i n c r e a s e d  by 
the  summing p rocedu re .  Th is  t ec h n iq u e  assumes t h a t  both sou rces  of  
v a r i a n c e  ( i . e . ,  both s u b s c a l e s )  shou ld  r e c e i v e  equal we igh t ing  in  the  
f i n a l  composi te  s c o re .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e s e  arguments 
and assumpt ions has not  been s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  a t  t h e  em p i r ic a l  
l e v e l .  Evidence o f f e r e d  in  s u p p o r t  o f  Byrne ' s  IJS measure i s  l im i t e d  
t o  c o r r e l a t i o n s  wi th  o t h e r  measures  l o g i c a l l y  presumed t o  a s s e s s  
a t t r a c t i o n  (Byrne,  1971) . In s p i t e  o f  t h e  l ac k  o f  ev id ence  s u p p o r t ing  
th e  u t i l i t y  of  Byrne 's  I JS ,  i t  was t h e  s i n g l e  most popu la r  measure o f  
a t t r a c t i o n  r e p r e s e n t e d  in  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  reviewed by Leuser  (1975) .  
T h i r t y - e i g h t  p e r c e n t  (50) o f  t h e  s t u d i e s  reviewed used e i t h e r  t h e  a c tua l  
s i x  i tem I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment S c a le  o r  a v a r i a n t  o f  i t .  The t y p i c a l  
v a r i a n t  was t h e  use of  on ly  t h e  l a s t  two i t e m s ,  which were then summed 
as u s u a l ,  a l t hough  r e s e a r c h e r s  sometimes added a t h i r d  a t t r a c t i o n  i tem 
reg a rd in g  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t a r g e t  person as  a d a te  o r  m ar r iage  
p a r t n e r - - e . g . , Palmer and Byrne (1970)—o r  as a roommate—e . g . , Smith 
(1972)— and then  summed t h e i r  s u b s c a l e s .  Such widespread use of  
s i m i l a r  dependent  measures  c e r t a i n l y  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  c o m p a r a b i l i t y  of  
r e s e a r c h  f i n d i n g s  and c o n c l u s i o n s ,  and i s  a s t e p  in  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  o f  a 
t r u l y  cumula t ive  r e s e a r c h  endeavor .
U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  Leuser  (1975) d i sc o v e red  t h a t  t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  
a t t r a c t i o n  s t u d i e s  (52% or  68 s t u d i e s )  employed i d i o s y n c r a t i c  r a t i n g  
s c a l e s  wi th  v a r io u s  l e v e l s  and numbers o f  p o i n t s ,  a p p a r e n t l y  based on 
the  r e s e a r c h e r ' s  common sense  n o t io n s  abou t  what s o r t s  o f  q u e s t i o n s  
ought  t o  measure a t t r a c t i o n .  S u r p r i s i n g l y  enough,  in  a number o f  s t u d i e s ,
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t h e  p r e c i s e  dependent  measure was no t  even r e p o r t e d !  In t h o s e  c ases  
where t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  i d i o s y n c r a t i c  dependent  measures  was r e p o r t e d ,  
i t  was found t h a t  such s c a l e s  f r e q u e n t l y  encompassed l i k i n g  and d e s i r e  
t o  work wi th  t h e  t a r g e t  in  a v a r i e t y  o f  s e t t i n g s ,  and o c c a s i o n a l l y  
inc luded  s t a t e m e n ts  r e g a r d in g  t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  t a r g e t  as  a 
f r i e n d ,  roommate, a n d /o r  s o c i a l  companion. There was l i t t l e ,  i f  any,  
s y s t e m a t i z a t i o n  t o  t h e  type  o f  measure employed.
F i n a l l y ,  8% (o r  11 s t u d i e s )  u t i l i z e d  " o t h e r  measures"  o f  a t t r a c t i o n ,  
such as s o c io m e t r i c  c h o i c e s ,  rank o r d e r i n g  o f  group members in  terms of  
l i k i n g ,  and nonverbal  measures  such as gaze and i n t e r p e r s o n a l  d i s t a n c e .  
Cons ide rab le  v a r i a b i l i t y  in  methods o f  measurement  was aga in  ev id enced .
As noted above ,  however,  t h i s  c l a s s  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  measures  i s  no t  o f  
pr imary i n t e r e s t  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .
I t  i s  a p p a re n t  t h a t  many d i f f e r e n t  types  o f  s c a l e s  o f  u n c e r t a i n  
c o m p a r a b i l i t y  a r e  r o u t i n e l y  employed as  dependent  measures  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n .  L e u s e r ' s  (1975) review i n d i c a t e d  a n o th e r  major a r e a  o f  
psychometr ic  concern .  S e v e n ty - f o u r  ou t  of  t h e  130 s t u d i e s  reviewed 
(o r  57%), employed some s o r t  o f  composi te  s c o r e —combining a number o f  
dependent  measures ,  u s u a l l y  in  a s imple  l o g i c a l  a d d i t i v e  manner—f o r  
s t a t i s t i c a l  h y p o thes i s  t e s t i n g .  Obvious ly ,  t h i s  r a i s e s  t h e  q u e s t i o n  
o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  e x i s t i n g  between t h e  v a r i o u s  measures  t h a t  a r e  combined. 
That i s ,  in  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e rm in o lo g y ,  a r e  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  measures  t h a t  
a re  being  combined c o n t r i b u t i n g  o r th ogona l  components o f  v a r i a t i o n  to  
the  composi te  sc o re ?  And i f  n o t ,  what a r e  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  combining 
a l l  s u b s c a l e s  in  an e q u a l l y  weighted  manner,  as i s  t y p i c a l l y  done? I t  
should be c l e a r  from t h e  f o re g o in g  d i s c u s s i o n  t h a t  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  e x a c t l y  
what i t  i s  t h a t  any given compos i te  a t t r a c t i o n  s c o re  measures  i s  ve ry  
much up in  t h e  a i r  a t  t h i s  p o i n t .
THE OPERATIONAL-CONCEPTUAL R I F T
The p reced ing  d i s c u s s i o n  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  w h i l e  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  
assumed to  be a m ul t id im ens iona l  c o n s t r u c t  a t  t h e  concep tua l  l e v e l ,  t h i s  
m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  i s  no t  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  a s se s s e d  a t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  
l e v e l .  I argue  t h a t  t h i s  r i f t  between o p e r a t i o n a l  p rocedures  and 
t h e o r e t i c a l  conc ep t ions  i s  a t  t h e  r o o t  o f  many o f  t h e  problems in  t h e  
a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  Th is  o p e r a t i o n a l - c o n c e p t u a l  r i f t  seems to  be 
the  r e s u l t  o f  two u n s t a t e d  and l a r g e l y  u n t e s t e d  assumpt ions in  the  
a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e :  (a)  t h a t  t h e  v a r io u s  o p e r a t i o n a l  measures  o f
a t t r a c t i o n  a r e  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  as wel l  as e m p i r i c a l l y  comparab le ,  and (b) 
t h a t  g r e a t e r  p r e c i s i o n  in  t h e  measurement o f  a t t r a c t i o n  may be a t t a i n e d  
by combining s c o re s  from a v a r i e t y  o f  s c a l e s .
The e x i s t e n c e  of  t h e  f i r s t  i m p l i c i t  assumption was recogn ized  by
Lindzey and Byrne (1969) ,  who commented in  t h e i r  r ev iew: " I t  seems
ev id e n t  t h a t  t h e r e  has been a p r o g r e s s i v e  merging o f  t h e  v a r io u s
methods o f  a s s e s s i n g  s o c i a l  c h o ic e ,  w i th  t h e  end r e s u l t  t h a t  most
i n v e s t i g a t o r s  t r e a t  v a r io u s  types  o f  r a t i n g  s c a l e s  and s o c io m e t r i c
measures  more o r  l e s s  i n t e r c h a n g e a b l y / p .  5107."  The v a l i d i t y  of  t h i s
assumption i s ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  c a l l e d  i n t o  s e r i o u s  doubt  by t h e  widespread
acceptance o f  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n  a t  t h e  conceptual
l e v e l .  The end p roduc t  o f  t h i s  o p e r a t i o n a l - c o n c e p t u a l  ambigui ty  i s
indeed a s o r r y  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  f o r  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h .  As Marlowe and
Gergen (1969) put  i t :
Like t h e  terms " p e r s o n a l i t y "  and " con fo rm i ty , "  
s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  seems t o  have been r e l e g a t e d  
to  t h a t  f e l i c i t o u s  s t a t e  made up o f  "common
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unde rs t a n d in g "  and g e n e r a l i z e d  i n e x p l i c i t n e s s ............
I t  would seem, t h e n ,  t h a t  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  l i k e  
t h e  concep t  o f  p e r s o n a l i t y ,  has t h e o r e t i c a l  m e r i t  
on ly  as a g e n e r i c  term.  G re a te r  s p e c i f i c i t y  r e g a r d ­
ing t h e  e x a c t  n a t u r e  of  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  being 
s tu d i e d  in  each i n d iv i d u a l  i n s t a n c e  i s  much in 
need i f  unde rs t a n d in g  o f  t h e  r e l e v a n t  p r o c e s s e s  i s  
t o  be achieved / p .  6227.
The second assumption c i t e d  above ,  t h a t  g r e a t e r  p r e c i s i o n  in  the  
measurement o f  a t t r a c t i o n  may be a t t a i n e d  by combining s c o re s  from a 
v a r i e t y  o f  s c a l e s ,  i s  a l s o  q u e s t i o n a b l e .  Again,  t h e r e  i s  a l o g i c a l  
in c o n s i s t e n c y  in  assuming concep tua l  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  and then 
c o l l a p s i n g  s e p a r a t e  s u b s c a l e s  i n t o  a s i n g l e  composi te  s c o r e ,  t h e r e b y  
f o r f e i t i n g  any in fo rm a t ion  a v a i l a b l e  in  t h e  d a t a  r e g a r d in g  p o s s i b l e  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  on th e  assumed m u l t id im ens iona l  components.
The v a l i d i t y  o f  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e s e  i m p l i c i t  assumpt ions has been 
e m p i r i c a l l y  e s t a b l i s h e d ;  i t  seems t h a t  they  shou ld  be a major  cause  f o r  
concern in  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  There i s  some d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  in 
the  l i t e r a t u r e  and in  p rev ious  r e s e a r c h  done by t h e  a u th o r  i n d i c a t i n g  
t h a t  such concern i s  j u s t i f i e d .  O c c a s io n a l l y ,  s t u d i e s  have provided  
da ta  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  assessment  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e s e  two i m p l i c i t  
assumptions.  One r e c e n t  s tudy  (Kahn & McGaughey, 1977) found s i m i l a r  
p a t t e r n s  o f  r e s u l t s  u s ing  two d i f f e r e n t  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  ( i . e . ,  
t h e  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le  and a semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  t e c h n i q u e ) .  
Another s tudy  ( S c h i f f e n b a u e r  & Schiavo,  1976) d i scove red  s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n s  
of  e f f e c t s  whe ther  t h e i r  d a ta  was ana lyzed  in  terms o f  s e p a r a t e  s c a l e  
scores  o r  in  terms o f  summed composi te  s c o r e s .  On the  o t h e r  hand,  a 
number o f  au th o r s  have r e p o r t e d  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  e f f e c t s ,  
depending upon p r e c i s e l y  which dependent  measure o f  a t t r a c t i o n  was exam­
ined ( e . g . ,  Blake & T e s s o r ,  1970; Gormly, Gormly, & Johnson,  1971;
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Rivera & T e de sch i ,  1976) .  S i m i l a r l y ,  S t ro e b e ,  Insko ,  Thompson, and 
Layton (1971) d i sc o v e red  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  t o  s c a l e s  e v a lu a te d  
i n d i v i d u a l l y  as opposed t o  summed i n t o  a compos i te  s c o r e .  This  d a t a ,  
a long wi th  t h e  l o g i c a l  and t h e o r e t i c a l  problems a l r e a d y  c i t e d ,  p rov ides  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a more s y s t e m a t i c  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  
i m p l i c i t  measurement assumpt ions in  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  A 
p r e l im in a r y  s tudy  by Leuser  (1976) documented a v a r i e t y  o f  g ross  
v i o l a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  i m p l i c i t  a s sum pt ions ,  i n d i c a t i n g  s e r i o u s  noncompar­
a b i l i t y  problems among t h e  v a r i o u s  wide ly  used types  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  
measures .  A d i s c r i m i n a n t  f u n c t i o n  a n a l y s i s  de r ive d  from a m u l t i v a r i a t e  
a n a ly s i s  o f  v a r i a n c e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  same v a r i a b l e s  ( t h r e e  7 - p o i n t  
semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  e v a l u a t i v e  s c a l e s ,  and 1 1 - p o in t  s c a l e  r a t i n g s  o f  
" l i k in g "  and " d e s i r e  t o  work w i th " )  c o n t r i b u t e d  in  i n c o n s i s t e n t  ways 
t o  the  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  o f  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s .  These d a t a  a l s o
provided s e ve ra l  d i f f e r e n t  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  s o l u t i o n s ,  depending upon
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the  composi t ion o f  t h e  d a ta  subsample ana lyzed .
Such v a l i d i t y  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  o f  p a r t i c u l a r  concern in  t h e  l i g h t  of  
th e  d e s i r e d  p r a c t i c a l  u t i l i t y  of  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h .  Soc ia l  psycho­
l o g i s t s  f r e q u e n t l y  conc lude t h e i r  a r t i c l e s  r e p o r t i n g  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  
by c i t i n g  broad i m p l i c a t i o n s  o f  t h e i r  f i n d i n g s  f o r  " a t t r a c t i o n "  o u t s i d e
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This  v a r i e t y  in s o l u t i o n s  was though t  t o  be due t o  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  
the  c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r ix  ana lyzed ;  t h e  between groups c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i x ,  
which in c lu d e s  v a r i a t i o n  due t o  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s ,  was sub­
j e c t e d  t o  an i t e r a t i v e  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  procedure  w i th  a VARIMAX r o t a t i o n  
to  s imple  s t r u c t u r e .  The r e s u l t a n t  v a r i e t y  o f  s o l u t i o n s  was though t  t o  
be an a r t i f a c t  of  t h e  n a tu r e  and i n t e r a c t i o n  of  dependent  measures  em­
ployed ,  a long wi th  d i f f e r e n t i a l  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s .  I n t e r e s t ­
in g ly ,  however,  when th e  w i t h in  groups dependent  v a r i a b l e  c o r r e l a t i o n  
mat r ix  was examined t o  check on t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  s i x  d i f f e r ­
e n t  measures  of  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  c o n s t r u c t  employed,  on ly  low to  moderate  
c o r r e l a t i o n s  were found between measures  ( th e  12 i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  ranged 
from .055 t o  .633 ,  wi th  9 o f  them f a l l i n g  between .335 and .529) .  I f
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of  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  s e t t i n g .  Indeed,  r ev iew ers  (Byrne & G r i f f i t t ,  1973; 
Lot t  & L o t t ,  1965) have contended t h a t  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  r e p r e s e n t s  
an a t t em p t  t o  e s t a b l i s h  and e x p la i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between c l a s s e s  
o f  a n te c e d e n t  and consequent  e ven ts  in  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  b e h a v io r .  However, 
t he  c a v a l i e r  a t t i t u d e  d i s p l a y e d  towards t h e  measurement problem in t h i s  
l i t e r a t u r e  undermines e f f o r t s  a t  unde rs t a n d in g  t h e  phenomena o f  
a t t r a c t i o n  in any genera l  s e nse .  Byrne h im s e l f  (1971,  p. 230) s t a t e s  
t h a t  t h e  goal of  h i s  r e s e a r c h  program i s  merely t o  " e x p l i c a t e "  v a r i a t i o n  
in r a t i n g s  on t h e  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment S c a le .  As p o in te d  ou t  by 
Huston (.1974), t h i s  view o f  measurement  im p l ie s  t h a t  t h e  i n t e g r a t i o n  
of  a t t r a c t i o n  d a t a  g a th e r e d  by d i f f e r e n t  r e s e a r c h e r s  depends on the  
c o m p a r a b i l i t y  of  measures .  In t h i s  r e g a r d ,  Byrne and G r i f f i t t  (1973) 
observed t h a t  t h e  "unsys temat ic  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  i n d i c e s  w i t h ­
out  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  c o m p a r a b i l i t y  has no t  f a c i l i t a t e d  t h e  c r e a t i o n  
of  a cumula t ive  s e t  of  m ea n in g fu l ly  i n t e r r e l a t e d  e m p i r ic a l  r e l a t i o n ­
sh ips  / p .  3197."  Thus i t  appear s  t h a t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l - c o n c e p t u a l  r i f t  
in a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h  i s  a n t i t h e t i c  t o  t h e  goa ls  o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  
e n t e r p r i s e .
A s y s t e m a t i c  s tudy  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t l y  assumed c o n s t r u c t  v a l i d i t y  of  
the  wide ly  used a t t r a c t i o n  measures  i s  c a l l e d  f o r .  Such a s tudy  must 
examine not  on ly  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  v a r i o u s  d i f f e r e n t  
measures of  a t t r a c t i o n  c u r r e n t l y  in  u s e ,  but  a l s o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  of  
t h es e  measures  t o  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  whose r e l a t i o n  t o  a t t r a c t i o n  i s
a l l  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  were t h e o r e t i c a l l y  and e m p i r i c a l l y  comparab le ,  
then h igh ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  ( e . g . ,  in  t h e  .80 t o  .90 or  
above range )  would be e xpec ted .  While t h e  o b t a in e d  c o r r e l a t i o n s  were 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  they  p rov ide  l i t t l e  s uppo r t  f o r  t h e  assumed 
c o m p a rab i l i t y  of  measures .  R a th e r ,  t h e s e  lower i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  seem 
to  s uppo r t  t h e  n o t ion  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  a t t r a c t i o n  measures  a r e  t app ing  i n t o  
d i f f e r e n t  components of  t h e  o v e r a l l  a t t r a c t i o n  response .
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p r e d i c t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  some t h e o r e t i c a l  p r o p o s i t i o n  o r  s e t  o f  
p r o p o s i t i o n s .  That  i s ,  a nomological  v a l i d a t i o n  approach i s  in  o r d e r  
( c . f . ,  S e l l t i z ,  Wrightsman, & Cook, 1976) . Such a s tudy  might  wel l  con­
clude  t h a t  t h e  concep t  of  g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  s t i l l  in  wide ­
spread use i s  too broad t o  a l l ow  p r e c i s e  s c i e n t i f i c  a n a l y s i s .  As po in ted  
out  by S e l l t i z ,  Wrightsman, and Cook (1976) ,  ex t rem e ly  complex,  m u l t i ­
f a c e te d  c o n s t r u c t s  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  more u s e f u l l y  s tu d i e d  by t r e a t i n g  th e  
va r ious  s u b - a s p e c t s  of  t h e  phenomenon as  s e p a r a t e  c o n c ep t s .  In t h i s  
r e g a r d ,  a p a r a l l e l  can be c i t e d  in t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  development  of  modern 
phys ic s .  P r i o r  t o  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  r e v o l u t i o n  of  t h e  16th and 17th 
c e n t u r i e s ,  r e s e a r c h e r s  a v i d l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  t h e  b e ha v io r  o f  " g a s e s . "
More p r o d u c t iv e  r e s e a r c h  on ly  ensued when i n v e s t i g a t o r s  began examining 
the  behav io r  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  e lem enta l  components ( e . g . ,  Og, CC^, NHg, 
e t c . )  o f  th o se  " g a s e s . "  Thus i t  i s  ap p a re n t  t h a t ,  a t  t i m e s ,  common 
sense concep ts  a re  not  e m p i r i c a l l y  s p e c i f i c  enough f o r  use as t h e o r e t i c a l  
c o n s t r u c t s  in  s c i e n t i f i c  r e s e a r c h .  An e x c e l l e n t  example o f  t h i s  problem 
in t h e  s o c i a l  p sycho log ica l  l i t e r a t u r e  comes from t h e  work of  Burwen and 
Campbell (1957) .  These au th o r s  could no t  dem ons t ra te  convergen t  v a l i d i t y  
f o r  a g e n e r a l i z e d  " a t t i t u d e  toward a u t h o r i t y  f i g u r e s , "  and concluded 
t h a t  t h i s  common sense  c o n s t r u c t  was no t  a c c e p t a b l e  f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  
i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  And, as d i s c u s s e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t ,  "group c o h e s ive ness"  i s  
y e t  ano the r  example o f  a common sense  c o n s t r u c t  r i s i n g  t o  t h e  f o r e f r o n t  
o f  s o c i a l  p sycho log ica l  r e s e a r c h ,  on ly  t o  tumble back i n t o  t h e  concep tua l  
abyss and s h a t t e r  i n t o  a v a r i e t y  o f  more meaningful  sub-phenomena. 
" I n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  seems to  be a no the r  c o n s t r u c t  in need of  
empi r ica l  r e f in e m e n t .  I t  i s  t ime t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  " i n t e r ­
personal  a t t r a c t i o n "  as a t h e o r e t i c a l  c o n s t r u c t  f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  r e s e a r c h  
in  s o c i a l  psychology.
PRESENT RESEARCH
The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  was de s igned  t o  add res s  t h r e e  b a s i c  i s s u e s  
t h a t  a re  fundamental  t o  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l - c o n c e p t u a l  r i f t  in  t h e  a t t r a c ­
t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  F i r s t ,  t h e r e  was an a t t e m p t  t o  d e l i n e a t e  t h e  p r e c i s e  
n a tu r e  o f  t h e  un d e r ly in g  p s yc ho log ic a l  components t y p i c a l l y  c o n t r i b u t ­
ing t o  v a r i a t i o n  along t h e  be h a v io ra l  dimensions known as  " i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n "  in  t h e  s o c i a l  p syc ho log ic a l  l i t e r a t u r e .  Second,  in o rd e r  
t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  p rocess  o f  nomological v a l i d a t i o n  by r e l a t i n g  v a r i a ­
t i o n  in  t h e s e  components t o  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s  o f  t h e o r e t i c a l  i n t e r e s t ,  
severa l  persona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  which were expec ted  to  
d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  e f f e c t  t h e s e  components were examined in  a f u l l  f a c t o r ­
i a l  experimenta l  d e s ig n .  The t h i r d  and f i n a l  s t e p  in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  
endeavor  was t h e  p r e l i m i n a r y  development o f  a s e t  o f  ve rba l  s e l f - r e p o r t  
s c a l e s  des igned  f o r  t h e  s e p a r a t e  measurement  o f  t h e s e  components.  These 
s c a l e s  were based upon and d e r i v e d  from an e m p i r i c a l  comparison o f  t h e  
major dependent  measures  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  a ppear ing  in  s o c i a l  
psycho lo g ica l  j o u r n a l s .
The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  was c a r r i e d  out  in  two phases .  Study 1 was 
concerned wi th  t h e  i n i t i a l  t h e o r e t i c a l  breakdown o f  t h e  m u l t id im e n s io n ­
a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n ,  and wi th  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h i s  m u l t i ­
dimensional i t y  t o  c e r t a i n  pe rsona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  which might  
se rve  as p a ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  on v a r i a t i o n  in  a t t r a c t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  
o f  Study 1 provided  s t r o n g  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  m e r i t  o f  t h e  proposed f i n a l  
r e s e a rc h  d e s ig n .
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The second phase o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h ,  r e f e r r e d  t o  as  Study 2 ,  v e r i f i e d  
and extended t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  p o s i t e d  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n  
through t h e  use o f  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s ,  and al lowed a d i r e c t  comparison of  
the  s e n s i t i v i t y  o f  v a r io u s  component and composi te  measures  of  a t t r a c t i o n  
in  i d e n t i f y i n g  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  in  t h e  f a c t o r i a l  des ign  employed in  
Study 1. The r e s u l t  of  t h i s  work was t h e  development  o f  a p r e l i m i n a r y  
s e t  o f  s c a l e s  des igned  to  t a p  d i f f e r e n t  components o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  
a t t r a c t i o n  re s p o n s e .
Study 1
I n i t i a l  T h e o r e t i c a l  A n a ly s i s  and R e la t i o n  t o  P a ram e t r ic  V a r i a b l e s
The i n i t i a l  s t e p  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  was 
th e  d e l i n e a t i o n  of  t h e  range  of  t h e  e m p i r ic a l  phenomena o f  i n t e r e s t .
As noted p r e v i o u s l y ,  a t t r a c t i o n  has been c o n c e p tu a l i z e d  as  t h e  product  
o f  one o r  more o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e ­
ne s s ,  and lo v e .  There a r e  many i n d i c a t i o n s  in  t h e  r e s e a r c h  l i t e r a t u r e  
( e . g . ,  Rubin,  1970, 1973, 1974) t h a t  " love"  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  more 
widespread ,  commonly d i f f u s e d  type  o f  " g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  
t h a t  seems t o  media te  much o f  our  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  be ha v io r .  Indeed ,  
severa l  t h e o r i s t s  ( e . g . ,  Bersche id  & W a l s t e r ,  1974; D r i s c o l l ,  Dav i s ,  & 
L i p e t z ,  1972) have d i s t i n g u i s h e d  s e v e r a l  v a r i e t i e s  o f  love  ( e . g . ,  p a re n t a l  
or  f i l i a l  l o v e ,  romant ic  l o v e ,  and con jugal  l o v e ) .  For rea sons  o f  both 
pragmatism and t h e  a u t h o r ' s  r e s e a r c h  i n t e r e s t s ,  t h e  c u r r e n t  program o f  
r e s e a rc h  i s  e x p l i c i t l y  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  domain o f  " g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  
a t t r a c t i o n "  and does no t  i n c lu d e  t h e  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  " l o v e . "  Such a 
d e l i m i t a t i o n  s t i l l  r e t a i n s  p o t e n t i a l l y  g r e a t  r e l e v a n c e  f o r  everyday  
so c ia l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  s i n c e ,  as  d i s c u s s e d  p r e v i o u s l y ,  such d i f f u s e  f e e l i n g s  
of  " a t t r a c t i o n "  a r e  im por tan t  in  a lmos t  a l l  types  o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n .
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Within t h e  domain o f  " g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n , "  t h e r e  a re  
t h e o r e t i c a l  and e m p i r i c a l  r ea sons  f o r  c o n s id e r in g  a t h r e e - f o l d  m u l t i ­
dimensional  i t y  o f  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s .  As 
b r i e f l y  mentioned above ,  a number o f  r e s e a r c h e r s  have d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  
l i k i n g  from r e s p e c t .  These two p o t e n t i a l  components o f  t h e  more global  
a t t r a c t i o n  response  have a l s o  shown up c o n s i s t e n t l y  in  t h r e e  f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c  s t u d i e s  over  t h e  p a s t  s e v e r a l  y e a r s .  The e a r l i e s t  such s tu d y ,  
an " ex p lo r a to r y "  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  o f  two s e t s  of  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i tems 
r e l a t i n g  t o  v a r i o u s  a s p e c t s  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  was completed 
by T r i a n d i s  (1961) .  This  a n a l y s i s  y i e l d e d  f i v e  independen t  f a c t o r s .
The f i r s t  f a c t o r  was l a b e l l e d  "formal  s o c i a l  accep tance  wi th  s u b o rd i n a t i o n  
versus  r e j e c t i o n  wi th  s u p e r o r d i n a t i o n , "  and has been viewed as a t a s k  
ca tegory  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  by t h e  l a t e r  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c ,  
r e s e a r c h e r s  ( K i e s l e r  & Goldberg ,  1968; McCroskey & McCain, 1974) .
T r i a n d i s '  t h i r d  f a c t o r ,  l a b e l l e d  " f r i e n d s h i p  a ccep tance  v e r s u s  r e j e c t i o n , "  
has been recogn ized  as a soc io -e m o t iona l  c a te g o ry  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  by t h e s e  l a t e r  r e s e a r c h e r s .  T r ia nd i s*  s tudy  suppor ted  the  
no t ion  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  as a m u l t id im ens iona l  c o n s t r u c t ,  but  i t  was the  
l a t e r  r e s e a r c h e r s  who began t o  r e f i n e  and c l a r i f y  t h e  dimens ions i nvo lve d .
K i e s l e r  and Goldberg (1968) fo l lowed up T r i a n d i s '  work wi th  a 
p r in c i p a l  components f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  o f  i tems  s p e c i f i c a l l y  des igned  
to  r e f l e c t  soc io -em o t iona l  o r  t a s k - r e l a t e d  a s p e c t s  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n .  T he i r  f i n d i n g s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  two independen t  or thogonal  
f a c t o r s  accounted f o r  41% o f  the  t o t a l  v a r i a t i o n .  The f i r s t  f a c t o r  
appeared t o  r e p r e s e n t  t h e  soc io -em o t iona l  ca te g o ry  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  ( i . e . ,  s imple  " l i k i n g " ) ,  whi le  t h e  second more c l o s e l y  
resembled th e  t a s k  c a te g o ry  o f  a t t r a c t i o n ,  l a b e l l e d  " r e s p e c t "  by th e
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a u th o r s .  K i e s l e r  and Goldberg p o in te d  out  t h a t  t h e s e  two dimensions 
p a r a l l e l e d  two of  the  f i v e  f a c t o r s  e x t r a c t e d  by T r i a n d i s ,  and argued 
t h a t  they  should be regarded  as  indepe nde n t ,  e m p i r ic a l  dimens ions  of  
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n .
McCroskey and McCain (1974) c a r r i e d  ou t  t h e  most r e c e n t  f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c  r e s e a r c h  in  con ju n c t io n  wi th  t h e i r  development  of  a s e r i e s  
of  s c a l e s  des igned t o  measure t a s k ,  s o c i a l ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i o n .
These r e s e a r c h e r s  b u i l t  upon th e  p rev ious  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  work which 
had d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  t a s k  and s o c i a l  dimens ions  o f  a t t r a c t i o n ,  bu t  they 
a l s o  recognized  th e  importance o f  an appearance  d imens ion ,  or  phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  in  t h e  m ul t id im ens iona l  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s p o n s e .  Phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  does seem t o  be r e l a t e d  in  im por ta n t  ways t o  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  ( c . f . ,  W a ls te r ,  Aronson, Abrahams, & Rottman, 1966; Berscheid 
& W als te r ,  1974b).  A lso ,  t h e r e  i s  ev idence  t h a t  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of  
phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  v a r i e s  wi th  both t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  persona l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  and v a r io u s  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  (Bersche id  & W a l s t e r ,  1974b).  
Thus, McCroskey and McCain's s u g g e s t io n  t h a t  r a t i n g s  o f  phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  be c o ns ide red  as a n o th e r  dimension o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  i s  a r e a s o n a b le  one. These au tho r s  dev ised  a 15 i tem 
a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e  des igned to  measure l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and p h ys ic a l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s .  They c o l l e c t e d  a s e r i e s  o f  r a t i n g s  on t h e s e  s c a l e s  and 
submi t ted t h e  d a t a  t o  a p r i n c i p a l  components f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  with 
VARIMAX r o t a t i o n .  A t h r e e  f a c t o r  s o l u t i o n  was ob ta ined  as expec ted .
The same b a s i c  f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  was ob ta ined  in  f o u r  s e p a r a t e  f o l l o w -  
up s t u d i e s ,  l ea d in g  McCroskey and McCain t o  conc lude t h a t  they  had 
developed a genera l  measure of  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  which i s  capab le  
of  r e l i a b l y  measuring s o c i a l ,  t a s k ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i o n .
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Thus,  t h e r e  i s  s u g g e s t i v e  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  s u p p o r t  f o r  a t h r e e  
component c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in a t t r a c t i o n ,  
in  t h e  form o f  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  components.  
Such a concep tua l  a n a l y s i s  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  congruen t  with 
s o c ia l  p syc ho log ic a l  t h e o r y .  For many y e a r s  Bales  (1958) d i s t i n c t i o n  
between t a s k  and soc io -em o t iona l  r o l e s  in  groups has h i g h l i g h t e d  a 
ba s ic  i n f l u e n c e  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  s e n t i m e n t s ;  
t h a t  i s ,  t a s k  l e a d e r s  (emphasizing th e  "work" a s p e c t s  o f  group i n t e r - '  
a c t i o n )  a r e  o f t e n  b e t t e r  r e s p e c t e d ,  wh i le  t h e  soc io -e m o t iona l  l e a d e r s  
(emphasizing th e  promotion of  harmony and of  good f e e l i n g s  in  t h e  group)  
a re  o f t e n  b e t t e r  l i k e d .  And t h e  r e c e n t  emergence o f  t h e  s tudy  of  
phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  from i t s  h i s t o r y  of  lon g s t a n d in g  taboo  has led  
to  t h e  d i s c o v e r y  ( d i s c u s se d  p r e v i o u s l y )  t h a t  such appearance v a r i a b l e s  
i n f l u e n c e  no t  only i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  bu t  a l s o  a wide v a r i e t y  of  
o the r  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  p e r c e p t i o n s  as well  ( c . f . ,  Bersche id  & W a ls t e r ,
1974b). Thus,  such a f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  makes sense  in  terms o f  accumulated 
s c i e n t i f i c  knowledge.
The nex t  s t e p  f o r  t h e  i n i t i a l  phase o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  r e s e a r c h  was 
t o  examine th e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h e  proposed t h r e e  component m ult id imen­
s i o n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n  to  o t h e r  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  r e l e v a n t  pe rsona l  and 
s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s .  Three s a l i e n t  persona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  
were chosen f o r  i n v e s t i g a t i o n ,  based on l o g i c a l ,  t h e o r e t i c a l ,  and empi r ­
i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .
The f i r s t  o f  t h e  persona l  v a r i a b l e s  t o  be examined i s  a t t i t u d e  
s i m i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y .  C ons ide rab le  r e s e a rc h  (reviewed by Byrne,
1969, 1971) has demons t ra ted  t h e  t remendous impact  o f  t h i s  v a r i a b l e  on 
a t t r a c t i o n .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  a r e  so s t r o n g  t h a t  Byrne (1971) has p o s t ­
u l a t e d  a law of  a t t r a c t i o n  as a l i n e a r  f u n c t i o n  o f  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y
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(such t h a t  i n c r e a s e s  in  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  d i r e c t l y  with 
i n c r e a s e s  in  a t t r a c t i o n ) .
The second person v a r i a b l e  o f  i n t e r e s t  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  i s  
the  sex o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t a n t s .  In L e u s e r ' s  (1975) rev iew ,  i t  was found 
t h a t  most a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h e r s  appear  t o  i m p l i c i t l y  assume t h a t  same 
sex and o p p o s i t e  sex r a t i n g s  of  a t t r a c t i o n  a r e  e q u i v a l e n t  ( i . e . ,  males 
r a t i n g  males ,  or  females  r a t i n g  females  a re  assumed t o  be e q u i v a l e n t  
phenomena t o  males r a t i n g  females  or  females  r a t i n g  m a le s ) .  Such assumed 
equ iva lence  makes sense  on n e i t h e r  l o g i c a l  nor  t h e o r e t i c a l  g rounds,  
s i n c e ,  in  t h e  case  o f  o p p o s i t e  sex r a t i n g s ,  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  e x i s t  f o r  
sexual  a n d /o r  romant ic  a t t r a c t i o n  which a r e  presumably un im por tan t  in  
the  case of  same sex r a t i n g s .  In s p i t e  o f  t h e  obvious rea sons  f o r  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  same and o p p o s i t e  sex a t t r a c t i o n ,  on ly  a m i n o r i t y  o f  t h e  
s tu d i e s  reviewed t h a t  i n v e s t i g a t e d  o p p o s i t e  sex r a t i n g s  of  a t t r a c t i o n  
e x p l i c i t l y  i d e n t i f i e d  t h e i r  s u b j e c t  m a t t e r  as  "he t e ro s e x u a l  a t t r a c t i o n . "  
About h a l f  o f  t h e  s t u d i e s  reviewed in c luded  o p p o s i t e  sex r a t i n g s  of  
a t t r a c t i o n  in  t h e  same concep tua l  c a tego ry  as same sex r a t i n g s .  Even 
more d i s c o n c e r t i n g  was t h e  d i s c o v e r y  t h a t  16% o f  t h e  s t u d i e s  reviewed 
could not  even be c l a s s i f i e d  as t o  t h e  sex o f  t h e  r a t e r s  and t a r g e t s  
( i t  should be po in ted  ou t  t h a t  12 o f  t h e  21 s t u d i e s  employed Byrne 's  
(1971) " imaginary s t r a n g e r "  t e c h n i q u e ,  in  which t h e  sex o f  t h e  s u b j e c t s ,  
but  no t  of  t h e  imaginary t a r g e t  p e r s o n ,  was s p e c i f i e d ) .  Thus,  i t  i s  
c l e a r  t h a t  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h e r s  do no t  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
same sex and o p p o s i t e  sex a t t r a c t i o n ,  in  s p i t e  o f  t h e  obvious l o g i c a l  
and t h e o r e t i c a l  reasons  f o r  doing so.  The impor tance  o f  such a d i f ­
f e r e n t i a t i o n  was e m p i r i c a l l y  i n v e s t i g a t e d  in  t h e  c u r r e n t  s tudy  by com­
paring  r a t i n g s  of  a t t r a c t i o n  under  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  same sex ve rsus  op­
p o s i t e  sex dyad ic  i n t e r a c t i o n .
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In a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  person  v a r i a b l e s  o f  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y  
and same or  o p p o s i t e  sex dyad i n t e r a c t i o n ,  a s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e  o f  
p e rvas ive  i n f l u e n c e  on s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  was a l s o  i n v e s t i g a t e d .  In 
r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  r e s e a r c h  on small group i n t e r a c t i o n  has i n c r e a s e d  p r o ­
f u s e l y  in  q u a n t i t y ,  though no t  in  q u a l i t y .  In t h e i r  r e c e n t  rev iew ,  
Helmreich,  Bakeman, and Sche rwitz  (1973) c r i t i c i z e d  th e  a rea  o f  small 
group r e s e a r c h  f o r  i t s  l ack  o f  u n i fy in g  th e o r y  and f o r  i t s  l ac k  o f  con­
cern f o r  e x t e r n a l  v a l i d i t y  o r  p o t e n t i a l  a p p l i c a t i o n s .  In s p i t e  of  such 
weaknesses ,  some v a r i a b l e s  o f  p o s s i b l e  p a ra m e t r i c  importance f o r  t h e i r  
impact on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  may be i d e n t i f i e d .  Recent  small 
group r e s e a rc h  has i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  type  o f  t a s k  c o n f r o n t in g  a group 
has a very pronounced i n f l u e n c e  on t h e  type  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  behav io r  
emerging in  t h a t  group ( e . g . ,  M o r r i s ,  1966).  Soc ia l  s c i e n c e  r e s e a r c h e r s  
have long d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  t a s k  r o l e  behav io r  from soc io -em o t iona l  r o l e  
behavior  in  small groups ( e . g . ,  B a le s ,  1958; Pa r sons ,  1951; S l a t e r ,  1955) . 
More r e c e n t  r e s e a r c h  has demons t ra ted  t h a t  both group performance and 
in t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  va ry  under c o n d i t i o n s  o f  t a s k  o r i e n t e d  ve rsus  
s o c io - e m o t io n a l ly  o r i e n t e d  group i n t e r a c t i o n  ( e . g . ,  Burke, 1967; Mann, 
1961). Task ve r su s  soc io -em o t iona l  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  i s  thus  an 
importan t  v a r i a b l e  which has a s t r o n g  demons t ra ted  i n f l u e n c e  on s o c i a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n .  I t  i s  a l s o  a ve ry  p e rv a s iv e  v a r i a b l e  in  t h e  p r a c t i c a l  
sense ,  in t h a t  most s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  could be c l a s s i f i e d  as p r i m a r i l y  
t a s k  o r i e n t e d  ( e . g . ,  an i n d u s t r i a l  problem s o lv in g  group)  o r  s o c io -  
em ot io na l ly  o r i e n t e d  ( e . g . ,  a c o c k t a i l  p a r t y ) .  A very  w idesp read ,  
f r e q u e n t l y  r e p o r t e d  phenomenon in  t h i s  r ega rd  i s  t h a t  t a s k  o r i e n t e d  
behav io r  f r e q u e n t l y  l ea ds  t o  h ig h e r  r e s p e c t ,  whereas  s o c i o - e m o t io n a l ly  
o r i e n t e d  behav io r  f r e q u e n t l y  l ea d s  t o  h ighe r  l i k i n g  in  small  group
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i n t e r a c t i o n  ( e . g . ,  B a l e s ,  1956; Bales & S l a t e r ,  1955) .  Thus,  i t  i s  
rea sonab le  t o  s p e c u l a t e  t h a t  t a s k  v e r s u s  soc io -e m o t iona l  i n t e r a c t i o n  
o r i e n t a t i o n  may have a p a ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e  on i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n .  
Because of  t h i s  p o t e n t i a l  im por tance ,  t h i s  v a r i a b l e  was inc luded  in  t h e  
des ign of  t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy .
Des ign . The des ign  of  Study 1 was a 2 X 2 X 2 f a c t o r i a l  ( see  
Figure 1) wi th  two l e v e l s  o f  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  ( s i m i l a r / d i s s i m i l a r ) ,  
two l e v e l s  o f  dyad sex (same s e x / o p p o s i t e  s e x ) ,  and two l e v e l s  o f  i n t e r ­
a c t ion  o r i e n t a t i o n  ( t a s k / s o c i o - e m o t i o n a l ) .
Method. One hundred f o u r t e e n  male and female s u b j e c t s  were drawn 
from I n t r o d u c to r y  Psychology c l a s s e s  and p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h e  s tudy  in 
p a r t i a l  f u l f i l l m e n t  o f  a l a b o r a t o r y  e x p e r i en c e  req u i r em e n t .  All s u b j e c t s  
were s t r a n g e r s  t o  each o t h e r .  They r e p o r t e d  t o  t h e  l a b o r a t o r y  in  groups 
of  12, and t h e r e  completed th e  Paranormal B e l i e f  Inven to ry  (PBI) ,  a 
measure o f  b e l i e f  in  paranormal phenomena (such as  ESP, g h o s t s ,  UFOs, 
e t c . ;  see  Appendix C f o r  a sample copy) .  The t o p i c  o f  paranormal phen­
omena was chosen as t h e  s u b j e c t  f o r  group d i s c u s s i o n  because o f  i t s  low 
f a c t u a l  b a s i s ,  wide i n d iv i d u a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  b e l i e f ,  and r e l e v a n c e  to
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The Paranormal  B e l i e f  Inven to ry  was deve loped  by t h e  a u th o r  f o r  
the  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .  I t  i s  a 30 i tem fo rced  cho ice  in s t r u m e n t  t h a t  
y i e l d s  a compos i te  s c o re  ran g ing  between 0-60.  The 30 i tems employed 
were s e l e c t e d  from a l a r g e r  pool o f  75 i t e m s ,  which were w r i t t e n  t o  r e ­
f l e c t  P a r a p s y c h o l o g i c a l , R e l i g i o u s ,  S u p e r s t i t i o u s ,  S u p e r n a t u r a l ,  and 
Occul t  components o f  b e l i e f  in  paranormal phenomena. This  75 i tem i n ­
ven to ry  was p r e t e s t e d  on two unde rg ra dua te  psychology c l a s s e s  (Psyc 651: 
Psychology o f  P e r s o n a l i t y ,  and Psyc 401: I n t r o d u c to r y  Psychology)  f o r  a
t o t a l  sample s i z e  o f  92 s u b j e c t s .  An i tem a n a l y s i s  was c a r r i e d  o u t ,  and 
i tems r e c e i v i n g  an approx im ate ly  e q u i v a l e n t  number o f  endorsements  by 
s u b je c t s  a c ro s s  t h e  t h r e e  p o s s i b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  were chosen f o r  i n c l u s i o n  
in t h e  f i n a l  s u rv e y ,  u n l e s s  s u b j e c t ' s  f r e e  response  comments i n d i c a t e d  
t h a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  i tem was ambiguous. Severa l  i tems  were reworded f o r  
i n c l u s io n  in  t h e  f i n a l  v e r s i o n  o f  t h e  s c a l e .  These i tems were a l l  t e s t e d  
again on a p r e v i o u s l y  t e s t e d  unde rg radua te  s t u d e n t  p o p u l a t io n  ( t h e  a u t h o r ' s  
Psyc 651 c l a s s ) .  An a d d i t i o n a l  i tem a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a l l  i tems 
y i e l d e d  a r ea s o n a b ly  broad spectrum o f  r e s p o n s e s ,  so a l l  30 i tems were 
r e t a i n e d  in  t h e  f i n a l  s c a l e .
F i g u r e  1
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y S i m i l a r
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F a c t o r i a l  Design Employed in  Study 1
Numbers in  each c e l l  i n d i c a t e  t h e  number o f  s u b j e c t s  
run in  t h a t  c o n d i t i o n .  Dyad members s c o re s  were 
pooled in  a l l  a n a ly s e s  ( i . e . ,  both dyad members 
s c o re s  were a n a ly z e d ) .
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the  contemporary s o c i a l  scene .  A f t e r  complet ing t h e  PBI, s u b j e c t s  scored  
t h e i r  own i n v e n t o r i e s  a cco rd ing  t o  i n s t r u c t i o n s  p rov ided by t h e  e x p e r ­
imente r .  Then they  were given  a h y p o t h e t i c a l  case  ("The Case of  John 
and Mary"; see  Appendix A f o r  a sample copy) t o  r ead  f o r  l a t e r  d i s ­
cussion  pu rposes .  While t h e  s u b j e c t s  read  t h i s  c a s e ,  t h e  e x pe r im e n te r  
as s igned  them t o  dyads u s ing  th e  fo l l o w in g  p rocedu res :  (a)  a t t i t u d e
s i m i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y  f o r  a dyad was de te rmined  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  PBI 
sc o re s .  S u b je c t s  in  t h e  s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n  had PBI s c o re s  w i t h ­
in 10 p o i n t s  of  each o t h e r ,  whereas  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  
c ond i t ion  had s c o re s  20 or  more p o i n t s  a p a r t ;  (b) s u b j e c t s  were a s s i g n ­
ed to  same or  o p p o s i t e  sex dyad i n t e r a c t i o n  on the  b a s i s  of  t h e i r  sex ;  
and (c)  s u b j e c t s  were a s s igned  t o  t a s k  v e r s u s  soc io -em o t iona l  i n t e r ­
ac t ion  o r i e n t a t i o n  c o n d i t i o n s  on an ad hoc b a s i s ,  w i th  a gu id ing  con­
s i d e r a t i o n  o f  m a in ta in in g  approx im ate ly  equal numbers o f  s u b j e c t s  in  
a l l  c e l l s  o f  t h e  d e s ig n .  I n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  was manipula ted  
through th e  use o f  w r i t t e n  i n s t r u c t i o n s  which r e q u i r e d  t h e  dyad to  
e i t h e r  ana ly ze  t h e  case  and e x p la i n  t h e  a p p a r e n t l y  paranormal phenomena 
in normal terms ( t a s k  o r i e n t a t i o n ) ,  o r  t o  s h a re  t h e i r  f e e l i n g s  about  t h e  
case and about  paranormal phenomena in  g e n e r a l ,  d i s r e g a r d i n g  q u e s t io n s  
of o b j e c t i v e  f a c t  f o r  t h e  case  a t  hand ( see  Appendix A f o r  sample i n ­
s t r u c t i o n s ) .  S u b j e c t s  were given 20 minutes  f o r  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  then 
completed th e  dependent  measures ,  were d e b r i e f e d  and d i sm isse d .
Dependent m easu res . Four b a s i c  s e t s  o f  dependent  measures  were 
used ,  a l l  in  t h e  form o f  ve rba l  s e l f  r e p o r t  r a t i n g  s c a l e s .  Two s e p a r a t e  
a t t r a c t i o n  measures  were employed (both on seven p o i n t  s c a l e s ) ;  Byrne 's  
(1971) two i tem I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le  ( I J S ) ,  des igned  t o  measure 
l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t ,  and McCroskey and McCain's (1974) 15 i tem a t t r a c t i o n
s c a l e ,  in  which t h e  f i r s t  f i v e  i tems t a p  l i k i n g ,  t h e  nex t  f i v e ,  phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  and t h e  l a s t  f i v e ,  r e s p e c t .  For t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  r e s u l t s ,  
the  two s u b s c a l e s  of  t h e  IJS were summed (as  i s  recommended by Byrne 
and t r a d i t i o n a l l y  done i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ) ,  and each o f  t h e  f i v e  sub­
s c a l e s  of  t h e  McCroskey and McCain l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and p h ys ic a l  a t t r a c ­
t i v e n e s s  measures  were summed t o  y i e l d  t h r e e  composi te  s c o r e s .  The 
t h i r d  s e t  o f  measures  were concerned wi th  pe rc e ive d  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  
with t h e  dyad p a r t n e r ,  and took th e  form o f  two 7 p o i n t  s c a l e s ,  one 
a s s e s s in g  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y  in  t h e  a r e a  o f  paranormal 
phenomena, and t h e  o t h e r  a s s e s s i n g  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y  in 
ge n e ra l .  The f i n a l  measure asked f o r  t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  e s t i m a t e  o f  dyad 
t a l k i n g  t ime in t h e  g roup ,  made on an 11 p o i n t  s c a l e  ( r ang ing  from 0% - 
no t a l k i n g  a t  a l l ,  t o  100% -  c o n s t a n t  t a l k i n g  in  t h e  dyad by e i t h e r  one 
or  both of  t h e  s u b j e c t s .  A s e r i e s  o f  open-ended q u e s t i o n s  were a l s o  
employed t o  g a t h e r  f u r t h e r  i n fo rm a t io n  r e g a r d in g  t h e  s t r e n g t h s  and 
weaknessess o f  t h e  des ign  ( see  Appendix A f o r  a sample r e sponse  b o ok le t  
con ta in ing  a l l  o f  t h e  dependent  m easu res ) .
Hypotheses . A s e r i e s  o f  hypo theses  was deve loped about  t h e  p robab le  
i n t e r a c t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h i s  combina t ion of  independen t  v a r i a b l e s .  F i r s t  
of  a l l ,  in  l i n e  wi th  t h e  voluminous p rev ious  r e s e a r c h  o f  Byrne (1971) 
and o t h e r s ,  i t  was expec ted  t h a t  t h e r e  would be h ig h e r  a t t r a c t i o n  in 
the  s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n  than  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n .  
Next, in  l i n e  wi th  t h e  hypo thes ized  t h r e e  component m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  
in  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s p o n s e s ,  i t  was expected  t h a t  t h e  independen t  v a r i a b l e s  
would d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  t h e  v a r io u s  s u b s e t s  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  measures  
such t h a t  (a)  l i k i n g  would be h ig h e r  in  t h e  soc io -em o t iona l  c o n d i t i o n  
than in the  t a s k  c o n d i t i o n ;  (b) r e s p e c t  would be h i g h e r  in t h e  t a s k  than
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in t h e  soc io -em o t iona l  c o n d i t i o n ;  and (c)  pe rc e ive d  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e ­
ness  would be h ig h e r  in  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex than  in  t h e  same sex dyadic  
i n t e r a c t i o n  c o n d i t i o n .
R e s u l t s . As e xp e c t e d ,  d i f f e r e n t i a l ,  i n t e r a c t i v e  e f f e c t s  were found 
on the  t h r e e  components o f  a t t r a c t i o n  measured as a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  p a r t i c ­
u l a r  pe rsona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  employed ( see  Tables  1 and 2 f o r  
summaries o f  t h e  r e s u l t s ,  and Tab les  3-11 f o r  c e l l  means f o r  each depend­
en t  v a r i a b l e  in  t h e  r e p o r t e d  a n a l y s e s ) . ^  The p a t t e r n  o f  e f f e c t s  s u p p o r t ­
ed the  c o n te n t io n  t h a t  t h e s e  t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s  may be o f  p a ra m e t r i c  im por t ­
ance in t h e i r  impact  on s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n .  The e f f e c t s  tu rned  ou t  t o  be 
somewhat more complica ted than  h y p o th e s i z e d ,  however , a l though  they  s t r o n g ­
ly supported t h e  methodo logica l  r e v i s i o n s  proposed in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h .
F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  a m a n ipu la t ion  check i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  a t t i t u d e  s im­
i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y  m a n ipu la t ion  was s u c c e s s f u l ;  s t r o n g  main e f f e c t s  
f o r  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  were found in  unequal-n  ANOVAs c a r r i e d  ou t  on 
both the  paranormal a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 2 4 .7 1 ,  p < .001;  see 
Figure 2) and g ene ra l  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  ( F ( 1,106)  = 10 .44 ,  p < .002;  
see F igure  3) v a r i a b l e s . ^  That  i s ,  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  s i m i l a r  c o n d i t io n
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In th e  ensu ing  d i s c u s s i o n ,  t h e  term " l i k i n g  v a r i a b l e s "  w i l l  r e f e r  
to  the  sum of  t h e  f i v e  McCroskey and McCain l i k i n g  s u b s c a l e s ;  t h e  term 
" re s p e c t  v a r i a b l e s "  w i l l  r e f e r  t o  t h e  sum o f  t h e  f i v e  McCroskey and McCain 
r e s p e c t  s u b s c a l e s ;  and th e  term "phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  v a r i a b l e s "  w i l l  
r e f e r  t o  t h e  c o r re spond ing  sum o f  t h e  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  s u b s c a l e s .
While t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  Study 1 a r e  d i scussed  in  terms o f  e f f e c t s  on th e s e  
composi te v a r i a b l e s ,  ANOVAs were a l s o  c a r r i e d  ou t  on a l l  component s u b s c a l e s .  
As expec ted ,  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  were ob ta ined  f o r  d i f f e r ­
en t  s u b s c a l e s .  These r e s u l t s  a r e  summarized in Table  2.
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M arg ina l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n s  were a l so  ob ta ined  f o r  both v a r i a b l e s ,  as f o l l o w s ;  p a ra n o r ­
mal a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y ,  ( F ( 1,106)  = 2 .3 6 ,  p < .1 2 ,  and genera l  a t t i t u d e  
s i m i l a r i t y ,  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 3 .8 2 ,  p < .051 .  In s p e c t io n  o f  F igu res  2 and 3 
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a r e s u l t  o f  more extreme r a t i n g s  in  t h e  s o c io -e m o t ­
ional  c o n d i t i o n .  That  makes s e n s e ,  in  view o f  t h e  g r e a t e r  amount of  
s e l f  d i s c l o s u r e  occu r ing  in  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n .
T a b l e  1
Paranormal 
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y
General
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y
P ercen t  Ta lk ing
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Supplementary Summary o f  ANOVA R e s u l t s  i n Study 1
Independent  V a r i a b l e  E f f e c t s
X
00 oco ot— cC
I -  >■ Z  ----=1 Q <c ec
PBI Scores  .11 .17 .17
PBI Dyad
D i f f e r e n c e  Scores  .18 .17
IJS Lik ing Sca le  .20 .11 (^05J  .32
IJS Respect  Sca le  .08 .17 .08
M&M Liking #1 .051
M&M Liking #2 .26 .058 .19 .21 .22
M&M Lik ing  #3 .28 ( o i5 )  .20 .075
M&M Liking #4 .22 .17
M&M Lik ing  #5 .21 ( J o i )  .15
M&M Phys A t t  #6 .12 .09 .26
M&M Phys A t t  #7 .28 .053 .08 (JoT)
Phys A t t  #8 (023)  .15 .11
Phys A t t  #9 .30 (J02)  .08 .14
T a b l e  2  c o n t i n u e d
00 cc
Q  Oh- Q »—i I—i>- Z  \  \  \
q  *-» <: <c q
M&M Phys A t t  #10
M&M Respect  #11 .10
M&M Respect  #12 .32 ( 002) .12 ( .05
M&M Respec t  #13 .06 ( o o i )  (003) ^006)
M&M Respect  #14 (^04)  .16 ( 022) .064
M&M Respect  #15 .23 (.02 ) .19
Values c o ns ide red  s i g n i f i c a n t  a r e  c i r c l e d .
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T a b l e  3
Study 1: Mean IJS Rat ings
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 12.00 11.80 11.14 12.07
Opposite 10.86 12.06 10.29 11.29
Table  4
Study 1: Mean M&M Liking  Ra t ings  
(sum o f  M&M # l - # 5 )
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 26.77 29.33 26.14 28 .79
Opposi te 25.00 27.31 25.36 25.36
Table  5
Study 1: Mean M&M Phys ica l  A t t r a c t i v e n e s s  Rat ings 
(sum o f  M&M #6-#10)
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 22.54 23.80 22.57 21.07
Opposi te 22.29 26.75 22.79 25.64
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T a b l e  6
Study 1: Mean M&M Respec t  Ra t ings  
(sum o f  M&M #11-#15)
S im i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 30.00 28.93 26.71 29.50
Opposi te 28.50 30.81 24.64 31.50
Table  7
Study 1: Mean Paranormal A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y  Ra t ings
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 5.692 5.800 4.357 3.786
Opposi te 5.714 6.000 4.286 3.286
Table  8
Study 1: Mean General  A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y  Rat ings
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 4.923 5.200 4.571 4.429
Opposi te 4.571 5.250 4.357 3.643
Study 1: Mean P e rce n t  Ta lk in g  Time Es t im ate  Ra t ings
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 67.46 75.93 73.79 72.00





Study 1; Mean Paranormal B e l i e f  Inven tory  Scores
S i m i l a r  D i s s i m i l a r
Task S-E Task S-E
Same 17.77 26.27 24.79 23.71
•
Opposi te 21.29 24.19 26.79 27.79
Table  11
Study 1: Mean PBI D i f f e r e n c e  Scores
3
;3
(measure of  dyad ic  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y )
S im i l a r D i s s i m i l a r
■:j  ■ Task S-E . Task S-E
Same 3.69 3.33 22.14 23.71
Opposi te 2.71 5.88 26.14 27.57
r a t e d  each o t h e r  as s i m i l a r ,  wh i le  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  c o n d i t io n  
r a t e d  each o t h e r  as d i s s i m i l a r .
As a check on t h e  c o m p a r a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  amount o f  s o c i a l  i n t e r ­
a c t i o n  in  a l l  c o n d i t i o n s ,  an unequa l-n  ANOVA was c a r r i e d  ou t  on a l l  
s u b j e c t ' s  r a t i n g s  o f  pe rc e ive d  t a l k i n g  t ime (o f  e i t h e r  or  both s u b j e c t s )  
dur ing  th e  20 minute  i n t e r a c t i o n  p e r io d .  Severa l  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  
were found ,  i n d i c a t i n g  v a r i a t i o n  along  t h i s  dimens ion.  These e f f e c t s  
included  a main e f f e c t  f o r  dyad sex ( F(1 ,106)  = 2 .9 8 ,  p < 0 8 ) ,  a main 
e f f e c t  f o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 8 . 5 0 ,  p < . 0 0 4 ) ,  and a 
dyad sex by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( F ( 1,106)  =
4 .4 0 ,  p < . 0 4 ) .  The main e f f e c t s  appear  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e r e  was 
more pe rce ived  t a l k i n g  in  t h e  same sex than o p p o s i t e  sex c o n d i t i o n s ,  
and a l s o  more in  the  soc io -e m o t iona l  than t a s k  c o n d i t i o n .  However, t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  e f f e c t  c l a r i f i e s  t h e s e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  by i n d i c a t i n g  
t h a t  t h e r e  was a c t u a l l y  more pe rce ived  t a l k i n g  in  o p p o s i t e  sex dyads in 
t h e  s oc io -em ot iona l  c o n d i t i o n  on ly  ( see  Figure  4 ) .
The a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y - a t t r a c t i o n  r e l a t i o n s h i p  d id  no t  emerge in 
i t s  c l a s s i c  form as  a s t r o n g  main e f f e c t .  R a th e r ,  a m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i ­
c a n t  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 2 .7 2 ,  p < .10)  main e f f e c t  on t h e  r e s p e c t  s u b s c a l e s  was 
found ,  su g g e s t in g  t h a t  s i m i l a r  p a r t n e r s  were more h ig h ly  r e s p e c t e d  ( see  
Figure 5 ) .  This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  no t  a v a l i d  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n ,  however , 
because of  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  
s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 6 .1 1 ,  p < . 0 2 ) ,  which i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
d i s s i m i l a r  p a r t n e r s  were r e s p e c t e d  l e s s  in  t h e  t a s k  c o n d i t i o n  on ly .  Thus,  
in  t h e  p r e s e n t  c a s e ,  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  d id  not  a f f e c t  l i k i n g ,  bu t  d id  
i n f l u e n c e  r e s p e c t .  This  sup p o r t s  t h e  c o n te n t io n  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  
t h a t  such d i f f e r e n t  components of  a t t r a c t i o n  should  be e v a lu a t e d  indepe nde n t ly .
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A procedure  o f  summing a c ro s s  l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t  s c a l e s  l o s e s  t h i s  d i f ­
f e r e n t i a l  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  as i s  a ppa ren t  from t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  
of  independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  on Byrne ' s  IJS and t h e  t h r e e  McCroskey 
and McCain components of  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and p h y s ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  
(see Table  1 f o r  a summary o f  t h e s e  e f f e c t s ) .
A s e r i e s  of  o t h e r  d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  on t h e  t h r e e  components of  
a t t r a c t i o n  was a l s o  d i s c o v e r e d .  On t h e  l i k i n g  v a r i a b l e s  ( see  F igu re  6 ) ,  
a main e f f e c t  f o r  dyad sex ( F(1 ,106)  = 4 ,5 3 ,  p < .04)  i n d i c a t e d  h igher  
l i k i n g  in  t h e  same sex than c ro s s  sex dyads ,  and ,  as p r e d i c t e d ,  a main 
e f f e c t  f o r  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 3 .9 9 ,  p < .05)  i n d i c a t e d  
h igher  l i k i n g  in  t h e  soc io -em o t iona l  than  th e  t a s k  c o n d i t i o n .
E f f e c t s  on t h e  r e s p e c t  v a r i a b l e s  were more c o m p l ic a t e d ,  as  i n d i c a t e d  
above. Main e f f e c t s  f o r  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  and i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  
(.F(1,106)  = 10 .24 ,  p < .002)  sugges ted  t h a t  r e s p e c t  was h ig h e r  f o r  
s i m i l a r  than  d i s s i m i l a r  p a r t n e r s ,  and t h a t  r e s p e c t  was h ig h e r  in  s o c i o -  
emotional  than t a s k  c o n d i t i o n s .  S i g n i f i c a n t  two-way i n t e r a c t i o n s  make 
these  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  u n j u s t i f i e d ,  however. As mentioned above,  t h e  
.02 l e v e l  a t t i t u d e  by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  d i s s i m i l a r  p a r t n e r s  were r e s p e c t e d  l e s s  in  t h e  t a s k  
co n d i t io n .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n t  dyad sex by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a ­
t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( F ( l , 1 0 6 )  = 4 .7 9 ,  p < .03) i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
oppos i t e  sex p a r t n e r s  were r e s p e c t e d  more than same sex p a r t n e r s  in  t h e  
soc io -emot iona l  c o n d i t i o n .  Thus, t h e  i n i t i a l  hypo theses  r e ga rd ing  
e f f e c t s  on t h i s  v a r i a b l e  were no t  conf i rmed ,  a l though  th e  ob ta in e d  e f f e c t s  
do make sense  in  terms o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  m u lt id im ens iona l  concep t io n  of  
a t t r a c t i o n .
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  expec ted  e f f e c t  on pe rce ived  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  
was found ,  bu t  i t  held  only in  t h e  soc io -em o t iona l  c o n d i t i o n ,  and no t  in
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t h e  t a s k  c o n d i t i o n  ( see  F igu re  7 ) .  That  i s ,  a m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  
(F ( 1,106)  = 3 .2 9 ,  p < .07)  dyad sex by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex p a r t n e r s  were r a t e d  more 
p h y s i c a l l y  a t t r a c t i v e  than th e  same sex p a r t n e r s ,  bu t  on ly  in  t h e  s o c io -  
emotional  c o n d i t i o n .  Phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  thus  may be an im por ta n t  
v a r i a b l e  on ly  in  t h e  c o n te x t  of  d a t i n g - t y p e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .
The purpose  o f  t h i s  i n i t i a l  s tudy  was no t  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  t o  i n v e s t ­
i g a t e  t h e  p a ra m e t r i c  e f f e c t s  o f  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y ,  sex o f  i n t e r a c t a n t s ,  
o r  t a s k  ve rsus  soc io -e m o t iona l  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n .  R a th e r ,  Study 
1 was des igned  t o  look f o r  p o s s i b l e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  of  im por ta n t  
everyday v a r i a b l e s  on th e  t h r e e  hypothes ized  components of  g e n e r a l i z e d  
so c ia l  a t t r a c t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  s t r o n g l y  confirmed th e  e x i s t e n c e  of  
such d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s .  Thus,  as contended a t  t h e  o u t s e t ,  t h e  op­
e r a t i o n a l  breakdown o f  a t t r a c t i o n  measures  in  l i n e  wi th  t h e  conceptua l  
m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  phenomenon i s  r e q u i r e d .  I t  i s  c l e a r  
t h a t  t h e  s imple  summation o f  s c a l e s  des igned t o  t a p  d i f f e r e n t  components 
o f  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  a c o u n te r p r o d u c t iv e  r e s e a r c h  p ro c e d u re ,  s i n c e  independen t  
v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  may be obscured in  t h i s  p r o c e s s .  A comparison of  
Figure 8 (mean e f f e c t s  on t h e  summed I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le )  wi th  
Figures  5 and 6 (mean e f f e c t s  on t h e  summed McCroskey and McCain r e s p e c t  
and l i k i n g  s c a l e s ) ,  i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  measuring t h e  components 
of  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  s e p a r a t e l y  r a t h e r  than  as a g e n e r a l i z e d  s c o re .
The r e s u l t s  o f  Study 1 suppor ted  t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  proposed 
f i n a l  r e s e a r c h  d e s ign .  A t h r e e  component c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  the  
m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  (as  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and phy^ 
s i c a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s )  was j u s t i f i e d  in  terms o f  s o c i a l  p sycho lo g ica l  
th eo ry ,  p rev ious  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  r e s e a r c h ,  and t h e  p r e s e n t  e m p i r ica l
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r e s u l t s .  F u r t h e r ,  i t  appeared t h a t  t h e  t h r e e  independent  v a r i a b l e s  
employed in  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  d id  have im por ta n t  d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  on 
t h e s e  components o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  a t t r a c t i o n  re s p o n s e .  Thus, i t  seemed 
a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  proceed wi th  t h e  second phase o f  t h i s  r e s e a r c h ,  Study 2.
Study 2
Confi rmation of  T h e o r e t i c a l  A n a ly s i s  and Sca le  Development
Study 2 employed th e  s u c c e s s f u l  2 X 2 X 2  f a c t o r i a l  des ig n  of  
Study 1 (with 14 S^  pe r  c e l l ) ,  wi th  a few p rocedura l  v a r i a t i o n s  expected 
to  i n c r e a s e  t h e  magnitude o f  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s .  In Study 2 ,  
s u b j e c t ' s  Dyad D iscuss ion  I n s t r u c t i o n s  c on ta ined  th e  names and PBI s c o re s  
of  both s u b j e c t s  in  o r d e r  t o  s t r e n g th e n  t h e  p e rc e p t i o n  of  a t t i t u d e  
s i m i l a r i t y - d i s s i m i l a r i t y ,  I t  was hoped t h a t  t h i s  m an ipu la t ion  would 
r e s u l t  in t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  observed a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / a t t r a c t i o n  
main e f f e c t .  An a d d i t i o n a l  change des igned  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  magnitude 
of  the  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t  was t h e  employment o f  a more r e a l i s t i c  ca se .
A new c a s e ,  c a l l e d  "The Case o f  J i l l  and Henry" ( see  Appendix B f o r  a 
sample c opy) ,  was w r i t t e n  m a in ta in in g  t h e  paranormal theme. However, 
the  even ts  were d e s c r i b e d  in  such a way t h a t  e i t h e r  a paranormal  ( e . g . ,  
ESP, s p i r i t s ,  e t c . )  o r  a normal ,  r a t i o n a l ,  s c i e n t i f i c  e x p la n a t io n  ( e . g . ,  
t r i c k e r y ,  e x p e c t a t i o n s ,  d e l u s i o n s ,  e t c . )  could be de fended ,  depending 
upon t h e  r e a d e r ' s  b e l i e f s  and b i a s e s .  Severa l  s u b j e c t s  in Study 1 had 
commented t h a t  "The Case of  John and Mary" was so u n b e l i e v a b l e  t h a t  
they could f i n d  common grounds wi th  t h e i r  p a r t n e r  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e  in  PBI s c o r e s .  The new case  was expected t o  he igh ten  both 
t he  p e rc e p t i o n  of  and e f f e c t s  o f  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y .
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The i n s t r u c t i o n s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  v a r i a b l e  
were a l s o  r e v i s e d  s l i g h t l y ,  in  an a t t e m p t  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e i r  impact .
Both s e t s  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n s  were expanded and c l a r i f i e d ,  and s u b j e c t s  in 
the  soc io -em o t iona l  c o n d i t i o n  were f u r t h e r  i n s t r u c t e d  t o  e x p lo r e  each 
o th e r s  b e l i e f s  and e x p e r i e n c e s  in  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e i r  r e a c t i o n s  t o  t h e  
case (see  Appendix B f o r  sample copy) .
Method. Two hundred and e i g h t y - f o u r  male and female  s u b j e c t s  were 
drawn from I n t r o d u c t o r y  Psychology c l a s s e s  and p a r t i c i p a t e d  in  t h e  
s tudy  in  p a r t i a l  f u l f i l l m e n t  of  a l a b o r a t o r y  e x p e r i e n c e  req u i r em e n t .
The procedures  f o r  a s s i g n i n g  s u b j e c t s  t o  t h e  independen t  v a r i a b l e  con­
d i t i o n s  and running  t h e  experiment  were i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h o s e  of  Study 1 
excep t  f o r  t h e  changes d e s c r i b e d  above and t h e  use o f  a 5 and 17 p o i n t  
maximum PBI d i f f e r e n c e  between dyad members f o r  ass ignmen t  t o  t h e  s i m i l a r  
and d i s s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  A f t e r  a l l  of  t h e  d a ta  
were c o l l e c t e d ,  seven dyads (14 s u b j e c t s )  were d e l e t e d  because  o f  e r r o r s  
in t h e i r  re sponse  b o o k l e t s .  An a d d i t i o n a l  23 dyads (46 s u b j e c t s )  were 
randomly d e l e t e d  t o  y i e l d  an e qua l -n  f a c t o r i a l  des ig n  o f  28 Ss pe r  c e l l .  
In o r d e r  t o  meet s t a t i s t i c a l  assumptions  o f  independence o f  o b s e r v a t i o n s ,  
dyads were s p l i t  on an ad hoc b a s i s  i n t o  two samples  o f  112 Ss each 
(14 Ss pe r  c e l l ) .  In a s s i g n i n g  dyad members t o  e i t h e r  Sample 1 or  
Sample 2 ,  c a re  was t aken  t o  equa te  t h e  numbers o f  males  and females  in 
each c e l l ,  and a t t e m p t s  were make t o  approx im ate ly  e q u a l i z e  t h e  d i s t r i b u ­
t i o n  of  PBI s c o re s  in  a l l  c e l l s .
Dependent m easu res . A l a r g e  s e r i e s  o f  dependen t  measures  were 
employed, a l l  in t h e  form o f  ve rba l  s e l f - r e p o r t  r a t i n g  s c a l e s .  The 
l a s t  two i tems of  Byrne 's  (1971) I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le  and th e  
f i f t e e n  i tems o f  McCroskey and McCain's a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e s  were in c luded
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along wi th  a s e r i e s  o f  o t h e r  a t t r a c t i o n  i tems s e l e c t e d  from t h e  r e c e n t  
a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  t h o s e  j u s t  ment ioned,  t h e  
fo l lowing  sou rces  were drawn from h e a v i l y  in  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  the  
p r e s e n t  a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e s :  KiesTer & Ooldberg (1968) ,  T r i a n d i s  (1961) ,
and Rubin (.1970). Items were s e l e c t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  o f  both f requency  
of  occur rence  in t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  and t h e i r  l o g i c a l  r e l a t a b i l i t y  t o  the  
hypothes ized  d imensions  o f  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t  and p h ys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s .
All r a t i n g s  were made on seven p o i n t  s c a l e s .
For ty  L i k e r t - t y p e  s c a l e  i tems were employed. T h i r t y - s i x  o f  t h e s e  
u t i l i z e d  th e  " s t r o n g l y  agree" - -  " s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e "  e ndpo in t  l a b e l s  
as in t h e  McCroskey and McCain s c a l e s .  A number o f  i tems were re-worded 
s l i g h t l y  in  o r d e r  t o  meet t h e s e  and o t h e r  c r i t e r i a  f o r  s c a l e  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  
Other  c r i t e r i a  inc lu d e  r e v e r s e  wording o f  t h e  s e n t im e n t  f o r  a number of  
the  i tems inc luded  in  t h e  f i n a l  s c a l e  ( e . g . ,  "He (She) would be a poor 
problem s o l v e r , "  was a n e g a t i v e l y  worded i t e m ) .  Also ,  a l l  i tems were 
re-worded t o  a "he ( she ) "  gender  fo rm at  as ne c e s s a ry .
F i f t e e n  o f  t h e  most  f r e q u e n t l y  o c c u r r in g  i tems from th e  a t t r a c t i o n  
l i t e r a t u r e  which were expec ted  t o  t a p  a " l i k i n g "  dimension were employed.
As they  appeared in  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  t h e s e  i tems seemed t o  f a l l  i n t o  two 
d i s t i n c t  c a t e g o r i e s :  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  i tems ( e . g . ,  "I t h i n k  t h a t  he (she)  
could be a f r i e n d  o f  mine")  and behav io ra l  i tems ( e . g . ,  "I would l i k e  
to  have a f r i e n d l y  c h a t  wi th  him ( h e r ) " ) .  E ight  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  and 
seven behav io ra l  i tems were i n c lu d e d .  S i m i l a r i l y ,  seven a t t r i b u t i o n a l  
and e i g h t  be h a v io ra l  " r e s p e c t "  i tems  were s e l e c t e d .  All of  t h e s e  i tems were 
p resented wi th  the  " s t r o n g l y  ag ree  -  s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e "  response  f o rm a t ,  
except  f o r  t h e  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le  i tems and two d i r e c t  l i k i n g  
and r e s p e c t  i tems w r i t t e n  by th e  a u th o r :  " O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I 1 ike
5 1
my p a r t n e r ; ve ry  much/not  a t  a l l "  and " O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I r e s p e c t  
my p a r t n e r ;  ve ry  much/not  a t  a l l . "
On t h e  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  d imens ion,  e i g h t  of  McCroskey and 
McCain's (1974) p rev ious  s c a l e s  were employed,  a long  wi th  two new s c a l e s  
w r i t t e n  by th e  a u th o r  ( " In  g e n e r a l ,  h i s  (he r )  phys ica l  appearance  i s  
very u n a t t r a c t i v e , "  and "a member o f  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex would p robab ly  
regard  him (he r )  as  ex t rem e ly  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y . "  These i tems were 
a l l  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  in  n a t u r e .
For ty  b i p o l a r  semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  type  a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e s  were 
a l so  employed. Items were aga in  s e l e c t e d  on th e  b a s i s  o f  both frequency  
of  occurance in t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  and r e l a t a b i l i t y  t o  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  
and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  d imens ions .  I t  i s  im por ta n t  t o  n o t e ,  how­
e v e r ,  t h a t  t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f  i tems i n t o  one o r  t h e  o t h e r  o f  t h e s e  
c a t e g o r i e s  was o f t e n  d i f f i c u l t ;  c o n s id e r a b l e  ambigui ty  e x i s t e d  in  t h e  
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  t h e  15 l i k i n g ,  14 r e s p e c t ,  and 11 phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e ­
ness i tems (more so than  was t h e  ca se  f o r  t h e  L i k e r t  i t e m s ) .  Major 
sources  o f  i tems inc luded  L o t t ,  L o t t ,  Reed, and Crow (1970) ,  J a c o b s ,  
Be rsche id ,  and W als te r  (1971) ,  and Gormly, Gormly, and Johnson (1971) .  
All i tems were p re s e n ted  in  b i p o l a r  s e v e n - p o i n t  s c a l e  fo rm at  ( e . g . ,
"Good X-X-X-X-X-X-X Bad") .  The o r d e r  of  t h e  p o s i t i v e  and n e g a t i v e  po les  
was a l t e r n a t e d  a c ro s s  a l l  i tems .
These e i g h t y  a t t r a c t i o n  i tems were p r e s e n te d  to  t h e  s u b j e c t s  in 
the  form of  a s i x t e e n  page response  b o o k le t  ( see  Appendix B f o r  a sample 
copy).  The o r d e r  o f  i tems was p a r t i a l l y  c o u n te r b a l a n c e d ,  as  f o l l o w s :  
Half  of  t h e  s u b j e c t s  r e c e iv e d  t h e  L i k e r t  i tems f i r s t ,  t h e  o t h e r  h a l f  
rece iv ed  t h e  semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i tems f i r s t .  Within t h e  group o f  
L ik e r t  i t e m s ,  t h e  IJS s c a l e s  were always p re s e n ted  f i r s t ,  fo l lowed by a
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t en  i tem page o f  presumably s e n s i t i v e  ( i , e , ,  ve ry  f r e q u e n t l y  used)  s c a l e s .  
Three a d d i t i o n a l  pages of  L i k e r t  s c a l e s  were p r e s e n te d  in  c oun te rba lanced  
o rder  ac ros s  s u b j e c t s .  The f i n a l  L i k e r t  page always c on ta ined  t h e  two 
d i r e c t  l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t  i t ems .  This  o r d e r in g  arrangement  was employed 
so t h a t  r esponses  on th e  presumably s e n s i t i v e  s c a l e s  would always be 
given f i r s t ,  w i th o u t  p o s s i b l e  con tam ina t ing  o r  i n t e r a c t i v e  e f f e c t s  from 
the  o t h e r  L i k e r t  or  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  measures .  L ik in g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and 
phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i tems  were i n te r m in g le d  a c ro s s  a l l  80 a t t r a c t i o n  
i tems.  While t h e  wording o f  i tems was v a r i e d  in  p o s i t i v e  or  n e g a t i v e  
terms,  a l l  i tems were sco red  such t h a t  a s c o re  o f  7 i n d i c a t e d  high 
a t t r a c t i o n  ( i . e . ,  n e g a t i v e l y  worded i tems were scored  in  r e v e r s e ) .
The response  b o ok le t  a l s o  inc luded  o t h e r  L i k e r t  type  and f r e e  
response  s c a l e s .  Three s e p a r a t e  s c a l e s  asked f o r  s u b j e c t s  r a t i n g s  o f  
t h e  degree  o f  change from t h e i r  f i r s t  im press ions  of  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  
and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t n e r .  As in  Study 1,  two 
s e p a r a t e  s c a l e s  measured paranormal a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  and gene ra l  
a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y ,  and one ten  p o i n t  s c a l e  measured e s t i m a t e d  p e r c e n t ­
age of  t a l k i n g  t ime.  With t h e  e xc ep t ion  o f  t h e  l a s t  s c a l e ,  a l l  o f  t h e s e  
o th e r  s c a l e s  were seven p o i n t  s c a l e s .  F i n a l l y ,  two f r e e  response  ques ­
t i o n s  asked s u b j e c t s  t o  e x p la i n  why th e y  f e l t  t h e  way they  d id  about  
t h e i r  p a r t n e r ,  and whether  they  had ever  had any psych ic  e x p e r i e n c e s .
Several  composi te  s c o re s  were c o n s t r u c t e d  from th e  80 a t t r a c t i o n  
i tems employed. The t r a d i t i o n a l  sum o f  t h e  two IJS i tems was c a l c u l a t e d  
along wi th  sums f o r  each o f  t h e  f i v e  i tem McCroskey and McCain l i k i n g ,  
r e s p e c t ,  and p h ys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  s c a l e s .  A sum o f  a l l  15 McCroskey 
and McCain i tems was a l s o  c a l c u l a t e d .  As r e p o r t e d  below,  f a c t o r  a na ly se s  
were c a r r i e d  ou t  on the  40 L i k e r t  and 40 semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i tems 
s e p a r a t e l y .  On th e  b a s i s  of  t h e s e  a n a l y s e s ,  f a c t o r  s c o re s  based upon
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subse t s  of  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  employed were c a l c u l a t e d .  For each f a c t o r  
score  employed, t h e  correspond in g  unweighted sum o f  t h e  component s c a l e  
s core s  was a l s o  c a l c u l a t e d .
Resul ts
M anipula t ion  Checks. The use o f  unacquain ted  dyad i n t e r a c t a n t s  in 
Study 2 p rov ided  two s e p a r a t e  d a t a  samples  f o r  a n a l y s i s ,  c a l l e d  Sample 
1 and Sample 2 ,  each an e qua l -n  complete  f a c t o r i a l  des ign  (with  14 Ss 
per  c e l l ) . 6 U n f o r tu n a t e l y ,  t h e  a t t e m p t s  t o  equa te  t h e  two samples in 
terms of  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  dyad i n t e r a c t a n t ' s  PBI s c o re s  were 
not  comple te ly  s u c c e s s f u l .  ANOVAs were c a r r i e d  ou t  in  both samples  on 
S u b j e c t ' s  PBI s c o r e s ,  PBI d i f f e r e n c e  s c o re s  ( i . e . ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  
between th e  PBI s c o re s  o f  dyad member 1 and dyad member 2 ) ,  r a t i n g s  of  
paranormal a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  and genera l  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y ,  and 
e s t im a te s  o f  dyad t a l k i n g  t im e.  As summarized in Table  12, s evera l  
unexpected e f f e c t s  emerged i n d i c a t i n g  v a r i a t i o n s  both w i th in  and between 
the  samples ( see  Tables  13 and 14 f o r  c e l l  means f o r  each v a r i a b l e  in  
Samples 1 and 2 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) . In g e n e r a l ,  Sample 2 d i s p l a y e d  more 
u n a n t i c ip a t e d  e f f e c t s  than Sample 1,  a l though  both do p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  
t h a t  make i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  d i f f i c u l t  
and ambiguous.
ANOVAs on PBI s c o re s  showed no d i f f e r e n c e  a c ro s s  a l l  independent  
v a r i a b l e s  in Sample 1,  as  expec ted .  However, in  Sample 2 a m ar g in a l ly  
s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t  emerged (F(1 ,104)  = 3 .306 ,  p < .072 ,
g
A c t u a l l y ,  t h e  d a t a  from Study 1 a l s o  p rov ided two subsamples  
( i . e . ,  two s t r a n g e r s  i n t e r a c t e d  wi th  each o t h e r ) .  However, d a ta  from 
both subsamples  were combined f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  of  r e s u l t s  f o r  Study 1. 
Since f t  could be argued (Winer,  1971) t h a t  such a combination o f  d a t a  
would v i o l a t e  s t a t i s t i c a l  assumpt ions o f  independence of  s c o r e s ,  d a ta  
from Study 2 were e v a lu a te d  s e p a r a t e l y  f o r  t h e  two subsamples .
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T a b l e  1 2
D e s c r i p t i v e  Dependent V a r i a b l e  E f f e c t s ;  Samples 1 and 2
Independent  V a r ia b l e  E f f e c t s
PBI Scores  .072
PBI Dyad .001 .063
D i f fe r en c e  Scores  .001 .063
Paranormal .001
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y  .001 .006
General .001
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y  .001 .011 .093
Es t imated P e rce n t  .001 .001
Dyadic D iscuss ion  .001
For each dependent  v a r i a b l e ,  Sample 1 e f f e c t s  a r e  summarized 
in  t h e  upper  row, Sample 2 e f f e c t s  in  t h e  lower row.
T a b l e  1 3
Cell  Means f o r  Sample 1 D e s c r i p t i v e  Dependent V a r ia b le s
S i m i l a r  D i s s im i l a r
Task S-E Task
Same Oppos i te  Same Oppos i te  Same Oppos i te  Same 
PBI Scores  25 .64 24.50 22.29 21 .43 26.36 21 .14 25.43
PBI D i f f e r e n c e  Scores 1.93 2.86  2.50  2.50  24.64 22 .14 24.00
Paranormal
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y  5 .93  6 .14  6.07  6.14  3.07 4.00  4.07
General
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y  4 .64  5.21  5.07 5.21 3.50  4.36 4 .29
Est imated Pe rcen t









PBI D i f fe r e n c e  Scores
Paranormal 
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y
General
A t t i t u d e  S i m i l a r i t y
Es t imated Pe rcen t  
Dyad Discuss ion
T a b l e  1 4
Cell  Means f o r  Sample 2 D e s c r i p t i v e  Dependent V a r ia b l e s
S im i l a r  D i s s im i l a r
Task S-E Task
Same Opposi te Same Opposi te
23.71 24.79
1.93 2.86
6 .00  6.21
4.86  5.29
57.86 67.86












Same Opposi te  
29.64 22.29
24.00 22.29






i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n  had h ighe r  
average PBI s c o re s  than s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n .
With r eg a rd  t o  PBI d i f f e r e n c e  s c o r e s ,  c o m p l ic a t ions  emerged in  both 
samples.  While ,  as e x p e c t e d ,  both samples demons t ra ted  s i g n i f i c a n t  
a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t s  on t h i s  v a r i a b l e  (Sample 1, F ( 1,104)  = 923 .2 3 ,
p < .001;  and Sample 2 ,  F(1,104)  = 923 .2 3 ,  p < . 0 0 1 ) ,  both samples a l s o
inc luded m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  by dyad sex i n t e r a c t i o n s  (Sample 
1, F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 3 .520 ,  p < .063 ;  Sample 2,  F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 3 .520 ,  p < .063) .
These r e s u l t s  appear  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  in  both samples ,  t h e r e  were l a r g e r
d i f f e r e n c e s  between same sex s u b j e c t ' s  PBI d i f f e r e n c e  s c o re s  than between 
those  of  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex s u b j e c t s .
A s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  com pl ica t ion  a ro s e  w i th  t h e  paranormal  a t t i t u d e  
s i m i l a r i t y  r a t i n g  v a r i a b l e .  Here, as e x p e c t e d ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  
of  a t t i t u d e  emerged in both samples  (Sample 1, F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 39 .2 6 ,  p < .001;  
Sample 2,  F(.1,104) = 7 5 .50 ,  p < . 0 0 1 ) ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  
s i m i l a r  c o n d i t i o n  r a t e d  themselves  as s i m i l a r ,  w h i l e  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  
d i s s i m i l a r  c o n d i t i o n  r a t e d  themse lves  as d i s s i m i l a r .  However, a s i g n i f i ­
can t  dyad sex main e f f e c t  was ob ta ined  on t h i s  v a r i a b l e  in  Sample 2 only 
( F ( l , 104) = 7 .923 ,  p < . 0 0 6 ) ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  o p p o s i t e  sex s u b j e c t s  
r a t e d  each o t h e r  as more s i m i l a r  than same sex s u b j e c t s .
S i m i l a r  bu t  somewhat more e x t e n s i v e  c o m pl ic a t ions  a ro se  in  t h e  
case o f  t h e  gene ra l  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y  r a t i n g s .  As e x p e c t e d ,  both 
samples p re s e n ted  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t s  (Sample 1,  F ( l , 1 0 4 )
= 15.549,  p < .001;  Sample 2,  F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 27 .1 54 ,  p < .0 0 1 ) .  However, 
Sample 2 a l s o  de mons t ra ted  a s i g n i f i c a n t  dyad sex main e f f e c t  ( F (1,104)
= 6 .789 ,  p < . 0 1 1 ) ,  and a m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  
main e f f e c t  ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 2 .868 ,  p < . 093) .  These e f f e c t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t
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s u b je c t s  in  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex c o n d i t i o n  r a t e d  themselves  as more s i m i l a r  
than th o se  in  t h e  same sex c o n d i t i o n ,  and t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  s o c io -  
emotional  c o n d i t i o n  r a t e d  each o t h e r  as more s i m i l a r  than s u b j e c t s  in 
the t a s k  o r i e n t e d  c o n d i t i o n .
F i n a l l y ,  unexpected  d i f f e r e n c e s  a l s o  emerged on t h e  s u b j e c t ' s  
r a t e d  e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  p e rc e n ta ge  o f  t ime  t h a t  one or  both o f  t h e  dyad 
members were t a l k i n g .  The ANOVA in Sample 1 i n d i c a t e d  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  main e f f e c t  ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 22 .503 ,  p < .001)  and 
a s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  by dyad sex two way i n t e r a c t i o n  ( F ( 1,104)
= 11.291,  p < .0 0 1 ) .  In Sample 2 ,  only t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  
main e f f e c t  was s i g n i f i c a n t  ( F ( 1,104)  = 17 .216,  p < .0 0 1 ) .  These 
r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  in  both samples ,  s u b j e c t s  in t h e  soc io -em ot iona l  
c ond i t ion  r a t e d  t h e i r  dyad as  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more t a l k a t i v e  than  th o se  
in the  t a s k  c o n d i t i o n .  However, in  Sample 1 o n l y ,  same sex s u b j e c t s  
r a t e d  t h e n s e l v e s  as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  l e s s  t a l k a t i v e  in  t h e  s i m i l a r  c o n d i t i o n ,  
but  more t a l k a t i v e  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  c o n d i t i o n .
A v a r i e t y  o f  d i f f e r e n c e s  between th e  two d a ta  samples o f  i n t e r e s t  
here have been d i s c u s s e d .  I t  seems c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  two samples  cannot  
be cons idered  "comparable , "  a l though  they  a re  c l e a r l y  e m p i r i c a l l y  i n ­
fo rm ative .  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  as measured on verba l  s e l f  r e p o r t  
s c a l e s ,  i s  an e xceed ing ly  complex phenomenon. These sample d i s c r e p a n c i e s  
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  an extended a n a l y s i s  o f  independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  may 
not  be as  p ro d u c t iv e  f o r  t h e  c u r r e n t  r e s e a r c h  endeavor  as a more d e t a i l e d  
a n a ly s i s  o f  t h e  a ppa ren t  components o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  a t t r a c t i o n  r e sponse .  
Thus, t h e  remaining  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s  w i l l  d i s c u s s  
the  ambiguous e f f e c t s  of  t h e  independen t  v a r i a b l e s  on ly  i n s o f a r  as they  
a re  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  components o f  the  
ove ra l l  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s p o n s e ,  which a re  t h e  pr imary  concern of  t h i s
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r e s e a rc h .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  d i v e r s i t y  o f  t h e  PBI e f f e c t s  between t h e  two 
samples,  wi th  i t s  consequent  i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  f a c t o r  
score c o e f f i c i e n t  w e i g h t i n g s ,  appear  t o  r e q u i r e  a more t e n t a t i v e  approach 
to  the  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  an o v e r a l l  a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  
r a t h e r  g ro ss  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  r e s u l t s  in t h e  two samples may 
i n d i c a t e  t h a t  any a t t e m p t  a t  development of  a weighted  s c a l e  must inc lu d e  
a s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r  in i t s  r e s e a r c h  d e s ig n .  With rega rd  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  
r e s e a r c h ,  i t  seems t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  a weighted  s c a l e  based upon 
such ambiguous sample r e s u l t s  would be premature .  Thus,  t h e  remainder  
of  t h i s  r e s e a r c h  r e p o r t  w i l l  s imply d e l i n e a t e  p robab le  components o f  t h e  
ov e ra l l  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s p o n s e ,  and s u gge s t  combina t ions  of  s c a l e s  f o r  
the  measurement o f  t h e s e  components in  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h .  That  i s  t o  say ,  
a f i n a l i z e d ,  we ighted s c a l e  f o r  t h e  measurement o f  components of  " g e n e r a l ­
ized s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  no longer  seems a v i a b l e  goal f o r  t h e  p r e s e n t  
r e s e a rc h .  R a th e r ,  t h e  groundwork f o r  such an endeavor  w i l l  be l a i d ,  
l eaving  th e  s c a l e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  t o  f u t u r e  c r o s s - v a l i d a t i o n a l  e f f o r t s .
Fac to r  a n a l y s e s . The n a t u r e  o f  t h e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  g e n e r a l ­
ized s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  was a s se s s e d  by su b m i t t i n g  th e  80 a t t r a c t i o n  
measures employed in t h i s  s tudy  t o  a f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  p rocedure .  S p e c i f ­
i c a l l y ,  two f a c t o r  an a ly s e s  wi th  i t e r a t i o n s  (Comrey, 1973) were c a r r i e d  
out  on t h e  w i t h in  c e l l s  c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r i c e s ;  one was done on t h e  f o r t y  
L ik e r t  i t e m s ,  and one was done on t h e  f o r t y  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i t em s .  
There a re  s e v e r a l  rea sons  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of  t h e  w i th in  c e l l s  c o r r e l a ­
t i o n  m at r ix  f o r  f a c t o r i n g .  Previous  work has a lmos t  un i fo rmly  employed 
the  between c e l l s  c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r ix .  However, t h i s  r e s u l t s  in  se ve re  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a l  problems f o r  t h e  f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  o b t a i n e d ,  s i n c e  v a r ­
i a t i o n  due t o  d i f f e r e n t i a l  independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  i s  inc luded
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in  t h e  a n a l y s i s  (Ca ldw e l l ,  1974; H a r r i s ,  1975) .  The use o f  t h e  w i th in  
c e l l  r a t h e r  than  between c e l l  m a t r ix  i s  j u s t i f i e d  in  t h i s  case  because 
the  pr imary goal  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s  i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  un d e r ly in g  
psycho lo g ica l  components o f  t h e  presumably m ul t id im ens iona l  a t t r a c t i o n  
response .  Thus,  v a r i a n c e  due t o  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  should be 
p a r t i a l  led o u t .
For s i m i l a r  r easons  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r ix  was chosen f o r  f a c t o r i n g ,  
r a t h e r  than  t h e  v a r i a n c e  -  c o va r iance  m a t r ix .  The v a r i a n c e  -  c ova r ianc e  
mat r ix  may be employed when t h e  s c a l i n g  f a c t o r  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  measures  
i s  c r u c i a l  (Morr ison ,  1967) ,  as f o r  example,  when t h e  p r e c i s e  n a tu r e  of  
between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  i s  t h e  a rea  of  pr imary  concern .  In t h e  p r e s e n t  
a n a l y s i s ,  however,  p r imary  concern l i e s  no t  with between c e l l s  e f f e c t s ,  
but  r a t h e r  wi th  t h e  unde r ly ing  t h e o r e t i c a l  components o f  v a r i a t i o n  in  
the  dependent  measures .  That  i s  t o  s a y ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  i s  seek ing  
f a c t o r s  which more t r u l y  r e f l e c t  t h e  und e r ly in g  p syc ho log ic a l  v a r i a t i o n  
than t h e  dependent  v a r i a b l e s  employed. The l a t t e r  a r e  seen merely as 
e s t i m a t e s  o f  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g ,  unobservab le  p s yc ho log ic a l  p ro ce s s e s  t h a t  
make up th e  phenomenon. Thus,  t h e  s c a l i n g  f a c t o r  o f  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s c o re s  
i s  no t  im por tan t  h e re ;  in f a c t ,  t h e  o p p o s i t e  i s  t h e  c a se .  A f a c t o r  
s t r u c t u r e  i s  d e s i r e d  t h a t  w i l l  hold f o r  any m e t r i c  ( e . g . ,  5 ,  7 ,  9 ,  11,
15, e t c . ,  p o i n t  s c a l e s ) ,  s i n c e  r e s e a r c h e r s  in  t h i s  a r e a  use an abundant 
v a r i e t y  of  numerical  s c a l e  ranges ( c f ,  L euse r ,  1975) . On t h i s  b a s i s ,  
use of  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  m a t r ix  r a t h e r  than  t h e  v a r i a n c e  -  c ova r ianc e  
mat r ix  i s  j u s t i f i e d .  The form o f  t h e  ob ta in e d  f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  w i l l  be 
i n v a r i a n t  under  changes in t h e  s c a l e s  o f  t h e  r esponses  (Mor r ison ,  1967) .
The p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s  d i f f e r s  from p rev ious  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  a t t r a c ­
t i o n  r e s e a r c h  in one a d d i t i o n a l  s i g n i f i c a n t  way. Here,  a f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s
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with i t e r a t i o n s  was c a r r i e d  out  r a t h e r  than a p r i n c i p l e  components 
f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s .  This  procedure has t h e  impor tan t  advantage o f  d i f f e r ­
e n t i a t i n g  common v a r i a n c e  - -  t h a t  sha red by a l l  d a ta  v a r i a b l e s  in  t h e  
a n a ly s i s  — from e r r o r  v a r i a n c e ,  which i s  v a r i a n c e  s p e c i f i c  t o  p a r t i c u ­
l a r  v a r i a b l e s  (Comrey, 1973, Harman, 1976) . Since t h e  goal  of  t h e  p r e ­
s e n t  a n a l y s i s  i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  u n de r ly ing  p sycho log ica l  dimensions of  
a t t r a c t i o n ,  i t  should deal  on ly  wi th  v a r i a n c e  common t o  r ecognized  
o p e ra t io n a l  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  The p rocedure  o f  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  
with i t e r a t i o n s  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  e s t i m a t e d  t h e  common v a r i a n c e  sha red  by 
the  dependent  measures ,  r a t h e r  than  a r b i t r a r i l y  assuming t h a t  a l l  v a r ­
iance  was common, as t h e  p r i n c i p l e  components method would have done.
A f t e r  f a c t o r i n g  as j u s t  d e s c r i b e d ,  a l l  r e s u l t i n g  f a c t o r s  wi th  
e igenva lues  g r e a t e r  than 1.0 were r e t a i n e d  and r o t a t e d  t o  s imple 
s t r u c t u r e  us ing t h e  VARIMAX method ( K a i s e r ,  1958). The r e s u l t i n g  
f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e s  were no t  as s imple and d i r e c t  as hypo thes ized .  In 
the  a n a l y s i s  of  Sample 1 L i k e r t  i t e m s ,  seven f a c t o r s  emerged with 
e igenva lues  g r e a t e r  than 1 .0 ,  account ing  f o r  69.2% o f  t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  
va r i a n c e .  For t h e  Sample 2 L i k e r t  i t e m s ,  however,  e i g h t  f a c t o r s  emerged 
with e ige nva lue s  g r e a t e r  than  1 .0 ,  accoun t in g  f o r  70.6% o f  t h e  s t a n d a r d ­
ized v a r i a n c e .  Since t h e  o r d e r i n g  o f  t h e  f a c t o r s  was not  n e c e s s a r i l y  
t he  same in  both samples a f t e r  r o t a t i o n ,  a t t e m p ts  were made to  i d e n t i f y  
comparable f a c t o r s  e x i s t i n g  in  both samples .  This  was done by comparing 
every p o s s i b l e  p a i r  o f  r o t a t e d  f a c t o r  l oad ings  between t h e  two samples ,  
and s e l e c t i n g  t h e  b e s t  match ( i . e . ,  Sample 1 f a c t o r  1 was s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  
compared wi th  Sample 2 f a c t o r s  1 th rough 8 ,  wi th  t h e  b e s t  match between 
v a r i a b l e  l oad ings  s e l e c t e d  as a commonly d e f ine d  f a c t o r  f o r  t h e  two 
samples) .  The c r i t e r i o n  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  a match was t h e  o p t im iz a t i o n  
of  the  numbers o f  v a r i a b l e s  load ing  a t  .40 o r  above in  both samples .
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In t h i s  way, new, composi te  f a c t o r s  were d e f in e d  in  terms o f  t h e  l i m i t e d  
number o f  v a r i a b l e s  which loaded h ig h ly  on t h e  same f a c t o r  in  both samples 
(See Table  15 f o r  l i s t i n g  o f f a c t o r  p a i r  l oad ings  by dependent  v a r i a b l e ) .  
The emerging f a c t o r s  were then  l a b e l l e d  in  an i n t u i t i v e  manner based upon 
the  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  inc luded  v a r i a b l e s .
As a consequence o f  t h i s  f a c t o r  g e n e r a t i n g  p rocedure  s i x  f a c t o r s  were 
d e f i n e d ,  each by va ry ing  numbers o f  i t e m s .  The f i r s t  L i k e r t  f a c t o r  
( r e f e r r e d  t o  as f a c t o r  LA) was c l e a r l y  a phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  f a c t o r .
I t  emerged as t h e  f i r s t  f a c t o r  in  Sample 1, accoun t in g  f o r  60.9% of  t h e  
r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e .  In Sample 2,  t h e  c o r re spond ing  f a c t o r  emerged t h i r d ,  
loaded on fewer v a r i a b l e s  o v e r a l l ,  and accounted  f o r  on ly  6.4% o f  t h e  
r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e . 7 The v a r i a b l e s  r e t a i n e d  in  t h e  composi te  f a c t o r  p r o ­
vided f o r  r a t i n g s  on t h e  fo l l o w in g  d imens ions ;  handsome ( p r e t t y ) ,  well  
groomed, sexy lo o k in g ,  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y ,  good lo o k in g ,  and p h y s i c a l l y  
a t t r a c t i v e  t o  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex ( see  Appendix D f o r  t h e  a c tu a l  i t e m s ) .
The second f a c t o r  in  Sample 1 accounted  f o r  16.4% o f  t h e  r o t a t e d  
v a r i a n ce .  I t s  b e s t  match in  Sample 2 was f a c t o r  1 ,  which accounted  f o r
The va ry ing  n a t u r e  of  t h e  emerging f a c t o r s  (as  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  
d i f f e r e n t i a l  v a r i a b l e  l o a d in g s )  and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  pe rc e n ta g e s  of  
va r i a nce  accounted  f o r  in  each sample c a l l  i n t o  q u e s t i o n  t h e  i n i t i a l  goal 
of  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h ;  i . e . ,  t h e  development  o f  a weighted  s c a l e  t o  
measure the  components o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  These r e s u l t s  may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  
the  "components" o f  a t t r a c t i o n  e x i s t  and i n t e r a c t  in  v a r y i n g ,  i d i o s y n c r a ­
t i c  ways among d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n s ,  and t h a t  no nomothe t i c  s t a t e m e n t  i s  
p o s s ib l e  w i th o u t  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  in terms o f  s t i l l  t o  be d e f i n e d  s u b j e c t  
and s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s .  I t  shou ld  be no ted he re  t h a t  T r i a n d i s  (1961) 
found s i m i l a r  v a r i a b i l i t y  in  f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e s  a c ro s s  d i f f e r e n t  sam ples ,  
thus  lend ing  s u p p o r t  t o  such a c o n c lu s io n .  However, a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  
both T r i a n d i s  work and t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy  i s  t h e  f a c t o r i n g  of  a l a r g e  
number of  v a r i a b l e s .  Since t h e  numbers and complex i ty  o f  emerging f a c t ­
ors  i s  dependent  upon t h e  number and n a t u r e  o f  v a r i a b l e s  inc luded  (Comrey, 
1973; Harman, 1976) ,  more c l e a r c u t  r e s u l t s  might  emerge i f  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
were r e p e a t e d  on a s m a l l e r  s u b s e t  o f  t h e  v a r i a b l e s .
T a b l e  1 5
S i g n i f i c a n t  Fac to r  P a i r  Loadings f o r  Each L i k e r t  V a r ia b l e
Numbers in  each column i n d i c a t e  i tem load ings  above .30 on each ob ta ined  VARIMAX r o t a t e d  f a c t o r .  Numbers 
a r e  p a i r e d  in  each subcolumn, wi th  t h e  l e f t  subcolumn c o n ta in in g  th e  h ighe r  l oad ings  f o r  Sample 1,  and the  
r i g h t  subcolumn c o n ta i n in g  th e  h ig h e r  l oad ings  f o r  Sample 2. The numbers a t  t h e  top  o f  each subcolumn i n ­
d i c a t e  t h e  emergent  f a c t o r  number in  i t s  r e s p e c t i v e  sample.  The f a c t o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  l e t t e r s  used in  t h e  
t e x t  a re  i n d i c a t e d  above t h e s e  numbers f o r  t h e  r e t a i n e d  f a c t o r  p a i r s .  Matched i tem load ings  above .40 in  
both samples a r e  boxed t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  i tems employed in  t h e  s c a l e s  de f ine d  in  Appendix 
D. The l e t t e r s  p r e s e n t ed  be fo re  each i tem i n d i c a t e  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  n a tu r e  o f  t h a t  i t e m ,  as  f o l l o w s :  L =
l i k i n g ,  R = r e s p e c t ,  P = phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  and A = a t t r i b u t i o n a l , B = b e h a v io r a l .  The l e t t e r s  p r e ­
s en ted  a f t e r  s e l e c t e d  i tems i n d i c a t e  t h e  sou rce  o f  t h o s e  i t e m s ,  as f o l l o w s :  (a)  IJS i t e m ,  (b) A u th o r ' s
i tem,  (c)  McCroskey & McCain Lik ing  i t em ,  (d) McCroskey & McCain Respect  i t e m ,  and (e)  McCroskey & McCain 











/ 7 9 - 4 7 / 47 47 47 L,A I f e e l  t h a t  I would p robab ly  l i k e / d i s l i k e  t h i s  person 
ve ry  much/to a s l i g h t  deg ree ,  (a)
49-39 / 5 6 - 5 2 / 52 52 52 R,B I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would (very much) d i s l i k e / e n j o y  work­
ing wi th  t h i s  person in  an experiment ,  (a)
/7 3 - 4 8 / 48 48 48 L,A O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I l i k e  my p a r t n e r  very  much/not  
a t  a l l . (b)
/6 0 -5 4 / 59-35 35 35 35 R,A O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I r e s p e c t  my p a r t n e r  ve ry  much/ 
no t  a t  a l l .  (b)
31 30 
781-57/
769-42/ 42 42 42 L,A
P,A
I t h in k  t h a t  he (she)  could be a f r i e n d  o f  mine,  (c) 
I t h in k  t h a t  he (she)  i s  q u i t e  handsom e/p re t ty ,  (e)
T a b l e  1 5  c o n t i n u e d
LA LB LC LD LE LF
1-3 2-1 3-2 4-2 5-2 6-2 ___
42 746-45/  R,A
757-59/  59 59 59 L,B
761-46/  P,A
770-30/  30 30 30 R,B
783-77/  30 P,A
34 56-36 50 R,A
57 L,B
68-37 33 P,A
32-37 57 750-57/  38-57 57 R,B
746-46/  33-46 46 35-46 L,B
57 40 P,A
55 55 55 749-55/  L,A
I t h i n k  t h a t  he (she)  i s  one of  th o se  people  who q u ic k ly  
wins r e s p e c t .
I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  meet and t a l k  wi th  h im (he r ) .  
(c)
He(She) i s  ve ry  wel l  groomed.
I would en joy working wi th  him(her)  a t  t h e  same j o b .
He(She) i s  very sexy look ing ,  (e)
He(She) seems t o  be a ve ry  admirab le  pe rson .
I would no t  be i n t e r e s t e d  in  meet ing wi th  him(her) 
s o c i a l l y .
In g e n e r a l , h i s ( h e r )  phys ica l  appearance  i s  ve ry  un­
a t t r a c t i v e .
I c o u l d n ' t  g e t  anyth ing  accomplished wi th  h im (he r ) .  (d)
I would i n v i t e  him(her)  t o  j o i n  my c lu b  o r  o t h e r  s o c i a l  
group.
I d o n ' t  l i k e  t h e  way he (she)  l ooks ,  (e)
I f e e l  t h a t  I know him(her)  p e r s o n a l l y .
I would en joy having lunch wi th  h im (he r ) .
T a b l e  1 5  c o n t i n u e d
LA LB LC LD LE LF 
~T^3~ ~ 2 - T  ~3^2~ ~4^2~ ~5^2~ ~6^2~____
49 44 P, A




30 44 748-47/  47 47 47 L,A
80 P,A
740-51/  38 R,A
752-66/  40 R,A
31-43 44 32 L,A
36-50 41 753-41/  41 41 R,B
783-76/  P,A
The c l o t h e s  he (she)  wears a r e  n o t  becoming.
I would ask h i s ( h e r )  op in io n  be fo re  making an im por tan t  
d e c i s i o n .
I have confidence  in  h i s ( h e r )  a b i l i t y  t o  g e t  t h e  j o b  
done,  (d)
I would p r a i s e  h i s ( h e r )  s u g g e s t i o n s .
He(She) j u s t  w o u ld n ' t  f i t  i n t o  my c i r c l e  o f  f r i e n d s ,  (c)
Most peop le  would r e a c t  ve ry  f a v o r a b ly  t o  him(her)  a f t e r  
a b r i e f  acqua in tance .
He(She) i s  somewhat ug ly ,  (e)
He(She) i s  a t y p i c a l  g o o f - o f f  when ass igned  a j o b  to  
do. (d)
I have g r e a t  conf idence  in  h i s ( h e r )  good judgment .
I t h i n k  t h a t  he (she)  and I a r e  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  each 
o t h e r .
I would never  want t o  s tudy  wi th  h im (he r ) .
I f i n d  him(her)  ve ry  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y ,  (e)
We could never  e s t a b l i s h  a pe rsona l  f r i e n d s h i p  wi th  each 
o t h e r ,  (c)
T a b l e  1 5  c o n t i n u e d
LA LB LC LD LE LF 
~ T T ~  ~2-T~ ~3^2~ ~4 -2~  ~5 -2 ~  ~6^2~ ___
/6 1 -6 8 /  41 R,B
36 741-40/  40 760-40/  40 L,A
777-57/  P,A
49 58 58 36-58 58 L,B
770-50/  42 42 42 42 R,A
766-74/  31 31 31 42-31 P,A
752-68/  32 R,A
I would v o te  f o r  him(her)  i n  a c l a s s  or  group e l e c t i o n .
I d e f i n i t e l y  would not  en joy  h i s ( h e r )  company.
He(She) i s  no t  very  good look ing .
I would never  i n v i t e  him(her)  t o  accompany me t o  a 
p a r t y .
I f  I wanted t o  g e t  t h in g s  done,  I could p robab ly  depend 
on h im (he r ) .  (d)
A member o f  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex would probab ly  r eg a rd  him 
(her )  as  ex tr emely  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y ,  (b)
He(She) would be a poor  problem s o l v e r ,  (d)
I would l i k e  t o  have a f r i e n d l y  c h a t  wi th  h im (he r ) .  (c)
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64.3% of  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e .  This  was a t a s k - o r i e n t e d  r e s p e c t  f a c t o r ,  
l a b e l l e d  f a c t o r  LB. V a r i a b l e s  l o ad ing  above .40 on t h i s  f a c t o r  inc luded :  
r e s p e c t  f o r ,  q u i c k ly  wins r e s p e c t  (o f  o t h e r s ) ,  asks op in ion  o f  be fo re  
an im por tan t  d e c i s i o n ,  p r a i s e  t h e  s u g g e s t io n s  o f ,  con f idence  in  a b i l i t y  
t o  g e t  t h e  j o b  done, goofs  o f f  on a j o b ,  confidence  in t h e  good judgment
o
o f ,  vo te  f o r ,  depend on t o  g e t  t h i n g s  done ,  and be a poor  problem s o l v e r .
The t h i r d  f a c t o r  in  Sample 1, account ing  f o r  7.4% of  t h e  r o t a t e d  
v a r i a n c e ,  b e s t  matched th e  second f a c t o r  f o r  Sample 2 ,  which accounted 
f o r  10.8% c f  t h a t  samples r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e .  This  was a l i k i n g  f a c t o r  
( f a c t o r  LC). I t  inc luded  th e  fo l l o w in g  v a r i a b l e s :  l i k e / d i s l i k e  t h i s
person ,  l i k e / d i s l i k e  working in  an experiment  wi th  t h i s  p e r s o n ,  o v e ra l l  
l i k i n g ,  could be a f r i e n d  of  mine,  d i f f i c u l t  t o  meet and t a l k  w i th ,  
i n v i t e  t o  j o i n  my c l u b / s o c i a l  g roup ,  en joy having  lunch w i t h ,  people  
would r e a c t  f a v o r a b ly  t o ,  could never  e s t a b l i s h  a persona l  f r i e n d s h i p  
w i th ,  no t  en joy  company o f ,  and l i k e  t o  have a f r i e n d l y  cha t  w i th .
f a c t o r  f o u r  of  Sample 1 accounted  f o r  5.3% of  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e .
In t h e  case  of  Sample 1 f a c t o r s  f o u r ,  f i v e  (which accounted f o r  3.7% of  
t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e ) ,  and s i x  (which accounted f o r  3.6% of  t h e  r o t a t e d  
v a r i a n c e ) ,  a l l  appeared t o  be b e s t  matched by t h e  second f a c t o r  o f  Sample 
2. While t h e  matching invo lved he re  was t h e  b e s t  p o s s i b l e  u t i l i z i n g  th e  
c r i t e r i a  o u t l i n e d  above,  as can be seen in Table  15, t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  high 
load ings  on f a c t o r  2 o f  Sample 2 were no t  p a i r e d  wi th  s i m i l a r  load ings  
among f a c t o r s  4 ,  5 ,  and 6 o f  Sample 1. In any e v e n t ,  some i n t e r e s t i n g  
composi te  f a c t o r s  d id  emerge. The f o u r t h  composi te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  LD)
g
Note t h a t  t h e  load ings  in  Table  15 a re  p o s i t i v e  even f o r  n e g a t i v e l y  
worded i tems b e c a u s e . t h e  s c o r in g  was r ev e r s ed  f o r  t h e s e  i tems;  i . e . ,  a 
high s c o re  on any i tem i n d i c a t e s  a p o s i t i v e  e v a l u a t i o n .
$i*U+V‘
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appeared as a r e j e c t i o n  f a c t o r :  c o u l d n ' t  g e t  any th ing  accomplished
wi th ,  would never  want t o  s tudy  w i t h ,  and could never  e s t a b l i s h  a f r i e n d ­
sh ip w i th .  The f i f t h  composi te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  LE) was an informal  
s o c ia l  accep tance  f a c t o r  d e f ine d  in  terms o f  a s i n g l e  v a r i a b l e :  not
enjoy th e  company o f .  The s i x t h  composi te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  LF) an in t imacy  
f a c t o r ,  was a l s o  d e f ine d  by a s i n g l e  s c a l e :  f e e l  t h a t  I know him/her
p e r s o n a l ly .
S i m i l a r  c o m p l e x i t i e s  emerged from t h e  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  seman­
t i c  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i t e m s .  In Sample 1, e i g h t  f a c t o r s  emerged wi th  e i g e n ­
values  g r e a t e r  than  1 .0 ,  accoun t ing  f o r  72.7% o f  t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  v a r i a n c e  
On th e  o t h e r  hand, in  Sample 2 on ly  seven f a c t o r s  emerged wi th  t h e  e i g e n ­
values  g r e a t e r  than  1 . 0 ,  accoun t ing  f o r  70.9% o f  t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  v a r i a n c e  
S im i la r  matching p rocedures  were used to  i n d e n t i f y  composi te  f a c t o r s  
load ing h ig h ly  on s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n s  o f  v a r i a b l e s  in  both samples  ( see  Table  
16).
The f i r s t  composi te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  SA) r e s u l t e d  from t h e  matching 
of  Sample 1 f a c t o r  1 ( accoun t ing  f o r  62.9% o f  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e )  wi th  
Sample 2 f a c t o r  4 (which accoun ted f o r  5.4% of  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e ) .
This f a c t o r ,  l a b e l l e d  "easy going s o c i a b i l i t y "  loaded h ig h ly  on th e  
fo l lowing  v a r i a b l e s :  good -n a tu red ,  t o l e r a n t ,  c o o p e r a t i v e ,  p l e a s a n t ,
a t t e n t i v e ,  p o l i t e ,  and open-mindend.
The second compos i te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  SB) was l a b e l l e d  " l i k a b i l i t y . "
I t  r e s u l t e d  from t h e  matching o f  Sample 1 f a c t o r  2 ( accoun t ing  f o r  14.2% 
of t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e )  wi th  Sample 2 f a c t o r  3 ( accoun t ing  f o r  5.9% o f  
the r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e ) .  V a r i a b l e s  load ing  h ig h ly  on t h i s  dimension were:  
l i k a b l e ,  t h o u g h t f u l ,  f r i e n d l y ,  s i n c e r e ,  p l e a s a n t ,  and s o c i a b l e .
The t h i r d  composi te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  SC), "grooming a t t r a c t i v e n e s s , "  was 
the  r e s u l t  o f  matching Sample 1 f a c t o r  3 ( accoun t ing  f o r  5.0% o f  the
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T a b l e  1 6
S i g n i f i c a n t  F a c to r  P a i r  Loadings f o r  Each 
Semantic  D i f f e r e n t i a l  V a r ia b l e
Numbers in  each column i n d i c a t e  i t em l o a d in g s  above .30 on each o b ta in e d  
VARIMAX r o t a t e d  f a c t o r .  Numbers a r e  p a i r e d  in  each subcolumn,  wi th  t h e  
l e f t  subcolumn c o n ta i n in g  th e  h i g h e r  lo ad in g s  f o r  Sample 1, and t h e  r i g h t  
subcolumn c o n ta i n in g  t h e  h i g h e r  l o a d in g s  f o r  Sample 2. The numbers a t  
the  top  of  each subcolumn i n d i c a t e  t h e  emergent  f a c t o r  number in  i t s  
r e s p e c t i v e  sample.  The f a c t o r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  l e t t e r s  used in  t h e  t e x t  
a re  i n d i c a t e d  above t h e s e  numbers f o r  t h e  r e t a i n e d  f a c t o r  p a i r s .  Matched 
item load ings  above .40 in  both samples  a re  boxed t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  i d e n ­
t i f i c a t i o n  o f  i tems employed in  t h e  s c a l e s  d e f in e d  in  Appendix D. The 
l e t t e r s  p r e s e n t e d  b e fo r e  each i tem i n d i c a t e  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  n a t u r e  o f  t h a t  
i tem,  as  f o l l o w s :  L = l i k i n g ,  R = r e s p e c t ,  P = phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s .
SA SB SC SD SE SF
1-4 2-3 3-1 4-2 5-1 7-2
32 / 7 2 - 4 6 / L l i k a b l e - u n l i k a b l e
64-38 31 31 R k i n d -c r u e l
80 / 8 1 - 8 0 / P b e a u t i f u l - u g l y
/6 4 -4 0 / 50 50 L t h o u g h t f u l - t h o u g h t l e s s
49-34 / 4 7 -4 4 / 44 R i n t e l 1i gen t-un  i n t e l 1i gen t
/ 4 0 - 7 4 / / 7 7 - 7 4 / P a t t r a c t i  v e - u n a t t r a c t i  ve
/7 7 -6 3 / L f r i  e n d l y - u n f r i  endly
57-39 / 5 8 - 5 3 / 53 R competen t - i  ncompetent
/ 4 5 - 7 7 / / 6 9 - 7 7 / P good l o o k i n g - p l a i n
49 72-39 32 32 L warm-cold
39 / 6 1 - 4 7 / R s i n c e r e - i n s i n c e r e
/ 8 0 - 4 1 / 30-41 P well  groomed-sloppy
78-31 31 P neat-unkempt
/4 6 -6 1 /  64 L good n a tu r e d -q u a r re l so m e
757-68/  51 R t o ! e r a n t - i  n t o l e r a n t
7 0
Table 16 con t inued
SA SB SC SD SE SF
1-4 2-3 3-1 4-2 5-1 7-2
31-60 42-31 60 31 P s trong-weak
58-38 51 37 37-37 L c o n s i d e r a t e - i n c o n s i d e r a t e
34 70 84 84 R r e s p o n s i b l e - i r r e s p o n s i b l e
30 P r o b u s t - f r a i l
44 63-38 37 37 L c h e e r f u l - s u l l e n
43 75-37 38 38 R h o n e s t - d i s h o n e s t
/6 0 -6 5 /  56 L c o o p e ra t i  ve -u n c o o p e ra t i  ve
75 67 31-67 R t r u s t w o r t h y - u n t r u s t w o r t h y
42 33 38-33 L u n s e l f i s h - s e l f i s h
54 67 30-67 R r e l i  a b l e - u n r e l i  a b le
50 L generous -g reedy
/ 4 1 - 4 8 / /7 0 - 6 0 / L p l e a s a n t - u n p l e a s a n t
33 41-33 37 33 37 R s t a b l e - n e u r o t i c
33 70 P c l e a n - d i r t y
39-53 / 5 3 - 4 0 / 42 42 L s o c i a b l e - u n s o c i a b l e
/ 5 8 - 5 0 / 50 R w i s e - f o o l i s h
43-37 47 47 P e n e r g e t i c - l i s t l e s s
35 42 42 L re l a x e d -n e rv o u s
32-31 58 40 33 40 33 R good-bad
52 36-75 751-75/ P appe a l i  ng -unappea l i  ng
/73 -79 / L was a t t e n t i v e - i g n o r e d  me
47-36 53-31 37-53 53 R mature- immature
87 P t i d y - u n t i d y
/55 -62 /  49 41 41 L p o l i t e - i m p o l i t e
759-48/  34 R open minded-narrow minded
r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e )  w i th  Sample 2 f a c t o r  1 ( accoun t ing  f o r  70.5% of  t h e  
r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e ) .  This  f a c t o r  demons tra ted  high load ings  on t h r e e  
appearance v a r i a b l e s :  a t t r a c t i v e ,  good- look ing ,  and wel l groomed.
Composite f a c t o r  f o u r  ( f a c t o r  SD), a "competence" f a c t o r ,  emerged 
when Sample 1 f a c t o r  4 (accoun t ing  f o r  4.6% o f  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e )  
was matched wi th  Sample 2 f a c t o r  2 (which accounted f o r  9.0% o f  t h e  
r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e ) .  Th is  f a c t o r  inc luded  th e  v a r i a b l e s  i n t e l l i g e n t ,  
competent ,  and wise .
The f i n a l  composi te  f a c t o r  ( f a c t o r  SE) a l s o  emphasized an a p p e a r ­
ance dimens ion ,  a l though  i t  seemed more a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  inborn phys ic a l  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  than  ap p a re n t  grooming p a t t e r n s .  Consequent ly ,  t h i s  
was l a b e l l e d  a "phys ica l  beauty"  f a c t o r .  V a r ia b l e s  l o ad ing  h ig h ly  on 
t h i s  composi te  f a c t o r  in  both samples i nc lude d :  b e a u t i f u l ,  a t t r a c t i v e ,
good-looking ,  and a p p e a l in g .  I t  was de r ive d  from t h e  combinat ion of  
Sample 1, f a c t o r  5 ( accoun t ing  f o r  4.2% o f  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n c e )  and 
Sample 2,  f a c t o r  1 ( accoun t ing  f o r  70.5% o f  t h e  r o t a t e d  v a r i a n ce ) .®
Independent  V a r i a b l e  E f f e c t s . The observed between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  
were complex and v a r i e d  both a c ro s s  and w i t h in  t h e  two samples .  Compli­
ca ted and i n c o n s i s t e n t  independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  emerged a c ro s s  the  
two samples . In t h e  l i g h t  of  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  approx im ate ly  120 a na ly se s  
of  v a r i a n ce  were performed on v a r io u s  combina t ions  o f  t h e  s c a l e s  under  
s tudy ,  problems o f  p r o b a b i l i t y  pyramiding became paramount .  Adding t h i s  
d i f f i c u l t y  t o  t h a t  o f  t h e  ap p a re n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  between
9For both t h e  L i k e r t  and Semantic  D i f f e r e n t i a l  i t e m s ,  t h e r e  a re  
fewer composi te  f a c t o r s  than  p o s s i b l e  p a i r s  o f  o r i g i n a l  f a c t o r s .  This  
i s  because f a c t o r s  which could no t  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y  be matched between 
the  two samples were deemed too i d i o s y n c r a t i c  f o r  i n c l u s i o n ,  and were 
thus omit ted  from t h e  a n a l y s i s .
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the  two samples ,  i t  seems i l l - a d v i s e d  and pe rhaps  presumptuous t o  engage 
in a d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s .  On th e  o t h e r  hand,  
some e x p la n a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  e f f e c t s  in l i n e  wi th  t h e  c o n s t r u c t  v a l i d a t i o n  
goa ls  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  does seem in  o r d e r .
For purposes  o f  comparison wi th  Study 1 ( see  Table  1 ) ,  Table  17 
l i s t s  the  p r o b a b i l i t y  l e v e l s  of  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  on th e  IJS 
and t h e  summed (5 i tem) McCroskey and McCain l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and p h ys ic a l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  s c a l e s .  As i s  ap p a re n t  from a comparison o f  t h e  two t a b l e s ,  
independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  were d r a s t i c a l l y  a t t e n u a t e d  in  Study 2. 
F u r th e r ,  t h e r e  was l i t t l e  c o n s i s t e n c y  in  t h e  e f f e c t s  a c ro s s  Sample 1 
and Sample 2. Many e f f e c t s  which were s i g n i f i c a n t  in  one sample were 
e i t h e r  n o n s i g n i f i c a n t  o r  on ly  m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  in  t h e  o t h e r .  In 
f a c t ,  t h e  on ly  p a r t i a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  e f f e c t  between t h e  two s t u d i e s  was 
the dyad sex main e f f e c t  on th e  summed McCroskey and McCain Lik ing  s c a l e s ,  
s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  Study 1 a t  t h e  .04 l e v e l  and in  Sample 1 of  Study 2 a t  
the  .007 l e v e l  (bu t  not  s i g n i f i c a n t  in  Sample 2 ) .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  the  
i n t e r e s t i n g  s e r i e s  of  e f f e c t s  o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  m an ipu la t ion  
observed in  Study 1 d i sa p p e a re d  comple te ly  in  Study 2. A more p o s i t i v e  
t r e n d ,  however,  i s  observed  in  t h e  m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t t i t u d e  main 
e f f e c t  on th e  McCroskey and McCain Lik ing  s c a l e  in  Study 2 (Sample 1,
F(1,104)  = 3 .092 ,  p < .082;  Sample 2,  F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 4 .015 ,  p < .0 4 8 ) .  This  
e f f e c t  r e p l i c a t e s  t h e  f r e q u e n t l y  demons tra ted a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y - a t t r a c -  
t io n  main e f f e c t  r e p o r t e d  by Byrne (1971) and o t h e r s .
Component vs .  Composite Sca le  S e n s i t i v i t y . The gene ra l  n a t u r e  o f  
independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  i s  o f  l e s s e r  i n t e r e s t  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  
than t h e  q u e s t io n  of  t h e  s e n s i t i v i t y  of  t h e  v a r io u s  dependent  measures 
and t h e i r  combinat ions  t h a t  have been employed. D i f f e r e n c e s  in  s e n s i t ­
i v i t y  were examined between composi te  and component s c o re s  f o r  t h e
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Summary of  S e l e c t e d  ANOVA R e s u l t s  in  Study 2
Independent  V a r ia b l e  E f f e c t s  
A D  I AD AI DI
I n te r p e r s o n a l
Judgment Sca le  .083 .045
M&M Liking  .082 .007
.048
M&M Phys ical  
A t t r a c t i v e n e s s
M&M Respect
Decimals i n d i c a t e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  o f  e f f e c t s ;  
top  row = Sample 1, lower row = Sample 2. E f f e c t s  




I n te rp e r s o n a l  Judgment S c a l e ,  t h e  15 i tem McCroskey and McCain a t t r a c t i o n  
s c a l e s ,  and t h e  newly c r e a t e d  l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t  s c a l e s  deve loped f o r  t h e  
p re s e n t  s tu d y .  Each o f  t h e s e  comparisons w i l l  be d i sc u s s e d  in  t u r n .
Two rud im en ta ry  s t a t i s t i c a l  t e c h n iq u e s  were employed f o r  t h e s e  com­
pari sons  of  dependent  v a r i a b l e  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s .
F i r s t ,  t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  o f  t h e  e f f e c t s  was examined.  Since  t h e  
s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  p rov ides  a p r o b a b i l i s t i c  e s t i m a t e  r eg a r d in g  th e  
" v a l i d i t y "  of  a between c e l l s  e f f e c t  as opposed t o  a s imple chance e f f e c t ,  
i t  was used t o  s e l e c t  e f f e c t s  f o r  f u r t h e r  examinat ion on th e  dependent  
v a r i a b l e s  o f  i n t e r e s t  (such comparisons were deemed u se fu l  h e re  in  e i t h e r  
or  both of  Samples 1 and 2 ) .  A f t e r  a p p r o p r i a t e  e f f e c t s  f o r  examinat ion 
had been s e l e c t e d ,  a s p e c i a l i z e d  s t a t i s t i c ,  to2 (small  omega squared)  
was used t o  compare t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  v a r i a n c e  in  each dependent  measure 
accounted f o r  by t h e  between c e l l s  e f f e c t  of  i n t e r e s t  ( c f ,  Hays,  1 9 7 3 ) . ^  
While a s i g n i f i c a n t  F v a lue  gu a ra n t e e s  t h a t  some a s s o c i a t i o n  e x i s t s  be­
tween th e  independent  and dependent  v a r i a b l e s ,  i t  p rov ides  no in fo rm a t ion  
r ega rd ing  t h e  degree  o f  a s s o c i a t i o n  between t h e  two. Th is  l a t t e r  i n f o r ­
mation i s  e s t i m a t e d  by oj2 .
Through t h i s  dual use o f  in fo rm a t ion  r e g a r d in g  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  
and va lu es  o f  go2 ,  t h e  s t r e n g t h s  o f  d e t e c t e d  e f f e c t s  were compared ac ros s
10According t o  Hays (1973) ,  go2 and r e l a t e d  s t a t i s t i c s  can be e s t i ­
mated by a v a r i e t y  of  p ro ce d u re s ,  a l though  no g e n e r a l l y  agreed  upon e s ­
t im a t ing  t ec h n iq u e  e x i s t s  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t im e .  The tec hn ique  employed 
in t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a rc h  was an e x t r a p o l a t i o n  o f  t h e  formula p r e s e n te d  by 
Hays f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  2 X 2  f a c t o r i a l  ANOVA. The s t a t i s t i c ,  which 
can t ak e  on con t inuous  v a lu e s  between ze ro  and 1 . 0 ,  e s t i m a t e s  t h e  degree  
to  which th e  knowledge o f  between c e l l s  m a n ipu la t ions  a l lows  more p r e c i s e  
p r e d i c t i o n  o f  t h e  dependent  v a r i a b l e  s c o r e ;  i . e . ,  t h e  degree  o f  a s s o c i ­
a t io n  between s p e c i f i c  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  and s c o re s  on a s p e c i f i c  
dependent  v a r i a b l e .  Thus,  each va lue  o f  co2 c i t e d  e s t i m a t e s  t h e  degree  
of  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between one between c e l l s  e f f e c t  ( e . g . ,  t h e  a t t i t u d e  main 
e f f e c t )  and one dependent  v a r i a b l e  ( e . g . ,  t h e  l i k i n g  i tem o f  t h e  I n t e r ­
personal  Judgment S c a l e ) .
two s t a n d a rd  a t t r a c t i o n  measures  ( th e  IJS and t h e  McCroskey and McCain 
s c a l e s )  and t h e  newly c r e a t e d  l i k i n g / r e s p e c t  s c a l e  combinat ion in t roduc ed  
in t h e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y .  To f a c i l i t a t e  comparison among t h e  dependent  
measures ,  t h e  two s t r o n g e s t  ( i . e . ,  most f r e q u e n t l y  s i g n i f i c a n t )  between 
c e l l s  e f f e c t s  were used f o r  comparison pu rposes .  These were t h e  a t t i t u d e  
and dyad sex main e f f e c t s .  Each o f  t h e  dependent  measures  o f  i n t e r e s t  
w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d  in  t u r n ,  in  terms o f  t h e i r  component and composi te  
sc o re s .
The I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment S c a l e  w i l l  be c ons ide red  f i r s t .  Tables  
18 and 19 p r e s e n t  t h e  d a t a  on s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  and cj2 v a lues  f o r  the  
a t t i t u d e  and dyad sex main e f f e c t s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  Since s i g n i f i c a n t  
a nd /o r  m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  F v a lues  were ob ta in e d  on ly  in  Sample 1, 
co2 was examined on ly  f o r  Sample 1 d a t a .  The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  f o r  
both t h e  A and D main e f f e c t s ,  i n fo rm a t ion  i s  l o s t  by combining t h e  com­
ponent s c a l e s  i n t o  a composi te  s c o re  in  a s imple  a d d i t i v e  f a s h i o n  ( i . e . ,  
co2 va lues  f o r  compos i te  s c o re s  a r e  lower than  t h o s e  f o r  one o f  t h e  com­
ponent s c o r e s ) .  That  i s ,  t h e  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t  i s  b e t t e r  e xp la ined  
by an a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  IJS r e s p e c t  i tem than by t h e  summed composi te  IJS 
s c o re ,  w h i le  t h e  dyad sex main e f f e c t  i s  b e t t e r  e x p la in e d  by t h e  IJS 
l i k i n g  i tem than  t h e  composi te  s c o re .
The newly c r e a t e d  l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t  s c a l e s  were examined n e x t .
As i n d i c a t e d  in  Table  18, on ly  one o u t  o f  s i x  p o s s i b l e  F v a lues  approached 
s i g n i f i c a n c e  on t h e  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t ,  so t h i s  e f f e c t  i s  no t  c ons ide red  
f o r  t h i s  s e t  o f  dependent  measures .  As seen in  Tab le  19, however,  f i v e  
out  of  s i x  ANOVA's y i e l d e d  s i g n i f i c a n t  o r  m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  dyadsex 
e f f e c t s  on t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s ,  so w2 was examined f o r  t h e  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  
and summed l i k i n g / r e s p e c t  v a r i a b l e s  in  both Sample 1 and Sample 2. Again,
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Sample 1 = upper  row; Sample 2 = lower row 
Ms u p e r s c r i p t  = m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( .05  < p < .10)  
s u p e r s c r i p t  = s i g n i f i c a n t  (p < .05)
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Sample 1 = upper  row; Sample 2 = lower row 
Ms u p e r s c r i p t  = m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( . 0 5  < p < .10)
c
s u p e r s c r i p t  = s i g n i f i c a n t  (p < .05)
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t h e  r e s u l t s  p r e s e n t e d  in  Table  19 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  in fo rm a t io n  i s  l o s t  by 
summing th e  component s c a l e s  t o  form a composi te  s c o re  ( e . g . ,  in  Sample 
2, 5.1% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  in  t h e  l i k i n g  v a r i a b l e  i s  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  D 
main e f f e c t ,  w h i le  2.0% of  t h e  v a r i a n c e  in  t h e  r e s p e c t  v a r i a b l e  i s  a t ­
t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h i s  e f f e c t .  A summing of  t h e s e  s c a l e s ,  however,  y i e l d s  
only 4.2% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  in  t h e  composi te  dependent  v a r i a b l e  a t t r i b u t ­
ab le  t o  t h a t  main e f f e c t —r e p r e s e n t i n g  a l o s s  o f  i n fo rm a t ion  r e g a r d in g  
t h a t  between c e l l s  e f f e c t ) .
The nex t  s e t  o f  v a r i a b l e s  t o  be d i s c u s s e d  a re  t h e  McCroskey and 
McCain a t t r a c t i o n  i t e m s .  For purposes  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a l y s i s ,  a summed 
composi te s c o re  was c r e a t e d  f o r  each o f  t h e  f i v e  a c tu a l  component l i k i n g ,  
r e s p e c t ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i t e m s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  These were 
then t r e a t e d  as "component" s c o re s  and compared t o  a composi te  s c o re  
co n s t ru c te d  by summing t h e s e  t h r e e  "components."  Since  fo u r  ou t  o f  
e ig h t  p o s s i b l e  ANOVA's y i e l d e d  e i t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t  or  m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f ­
i c a n t  F ' s  on t h e  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t ,  t h i s  e f f e c t  was used f o r  compar­
ison purposes  f o r  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s  ( see  Table  18 ) .  While in  Sample 1, 
the l a r g e s t  co2 among components i s  equal t o  t h a t  o f  t h e  composi te  v a r ­
i a b l e ,  t h e  composi te  to2 in  Sample 2 i s  l e s s  than t h e  to2 f o r  t h e  l i k i n g  
component. Again,  t h e  r e s u l t s  seem t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  s imple summing of  
component s c o re s  i s  i n a d v i s a b l e .
Fac to r  A n a l y t i c a l l y  Derived S c a l e s . In a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  s i n g l e  
sca le  component and a r i t h m e t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  "component" and composi te  
s c o re s ,  two a d d i t i o n a l  s e t s  o f  compos i te  s c o re s  were c a l c u l a t e d .  F a c to r  
scores  ( r e f e r r e d  to  in  t h e  Tab les  as  "Facsco res" )  were e s t i m a t e d  from 
the reduced s e t  o f  v a r i a b l e s  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  f a c t o r s  as d i s c u s s e d  in  t h e  
previous s e c t i o n .  Es t im ates  were c a l c u l a t e d  in  s t a n d a r d i z e d  format  by
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s u b t r a c t i n g  th e  grand mean from th e  raw s c o r e ,  d i v i d i n g  by t h e  w i t h in  
c e l l s  s ta nda rd  d e v i a t i o n ,  and m u l t i p l y i n g  by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f a c t o r  
score c o e f f i c i e n t ,  summing a c ro s s  a l l  v a r i a b l e s  l o ad in g  above .40 in  
both samples on t h e  given  f a c t o r .  This  t e c h n iq u e  i s  s i m i l a r  t o  s e v e ra l  
d i scussed  by Comrey (1973) .  I t  should  be no ted  t h a t  t h e  e x c lu s io n  of  
some v a r i a b l e s  in  t h e  f a c t o r  e s t i m a t i n g  procedure  had t h e  e f f e c t  o f  
d e s t r o y in g  th e  o r t h o g o n a l i t y  b u i l t  i n t o  t h e  o r i g i n a l  s i n g l e  sample 40 
item f a c t o r  a n a ly s e s .  F a c to r  s c o re s  were e s t i m a t e d  in  t h e  same manner 
from th e  d a t a  o f  both Sample 1 and Sample 2 f o r  both t h e  L i k e r t  and 
semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  i tems .
The second a d d i t i o n a l  s e t  of  composi te  s c o re s  c a l c u l a t e d  was a 
s imple a r i t h m e t i c  sum o f  t h e  s c a l e  s c o re s  o f  a l l  v a r i a b l e s  l o ad ing  above 
.40 on t h e  same f a c t o r  in  both samples .  These s c o re s  ( r e f e r r e d  t o  as 
"Facsums" in t h e  t a b l e s )  d i f f e r  from t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re s  in  two ways.
F i r s t ,  t hey  a r e  not  s t a n d a r d i z e d .  Second,  a l l  v a r i a b l e s  r e c e i v e  equal  
weight ings  in  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  f i n a l  s c o r e ,  r a t h e r  than d i f f e r ­
e n t i a l  we igh t ings  as  produced by t h e  use of  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f a c t o r  
score  c o e f f i c i e n t  as  a m u l t i p l i e r .  Again,  t h e s e  s c o re s  were c a l c u l a t e d  
in  both Sample 1 and Sample 2 ,  f o r  both t h e  L i k e r t  and semantic  d i f f e r ­
e n t i a l  f a c t o r s .
S i m i l a r l y  t o  t h e  p r e v i o u s ly  d i s c u s s e d  ANOVA's, r e s u l t s  on both t h e  
f a c t o r  s c o re s  and f a c t o r  s c a l e  sums a re  i n c o n s i s t e n t  between samples.
Few meaningful or  r e l i a b l e  e f f e c t s  emerged f o r  t h e  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  
de r ived  composi te  s c o re s  based on t h e  L i k e r t  i tems  ( see  Table  20) .  In 
t h r e e  c a s e s ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  or  m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  F v a lues  were o b ta ined  
in  both samples .  In t h e  case  of  a l l  t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s ,  t h e  e f f e c t  con­
cerned was t h e  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t .  The ANOVA's on f a c t o r  s c o re s  f o r
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Sample 1 = upper row; Sample 2 = lower row
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Facto r  LB ( th e  t a s k  o r i e n t e d  r e s p e c t  f a c t o r )  i n d i c a t e d  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t  in  Sample 1 ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 5 .753 ,  p < .018)  and a 
m arg ina l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  A main e f f e c t  in  Sample 2 ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 3.494 ,  
p < .0 6 4 ) ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t io n  
respe c te d  t h e i r  p a r t n e r s  more than  d id  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  
a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n .  S i m i l a r  e f f e c t s  emerged on t h e  c o r re spond ing  F a c to r  
LB s c a l e  sum v a r i a b l e ,  w i th  s i g n i f i c a n t  A main e f f e c t s  in  both Sample 1
(F(1,104)  = 4 .8 8 8 ,  p < .029)  and Sample 2 ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 4 .1 2 6 ,  p < .045 ) .
Composite Fa c to r  LC, t h e  l i k i n g  f a c t o r ,  y i e l d e d  e f f e c t s  in  t h e  
s c a l e  sum v e r s i o n  bu t  no t  in  t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re  v e r s i o n .  For t h i s  f a c t o r  
s c a l e  sum v a r i a b l e ,  t h e  A main e f f e c t  was s i g n i f i c a n t  in  Sample 1 
(F ( l ,104 )  = 3 .930 ,  p < . 0 5 ) ,  and m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  in  Sample 2
(F(1,104)  = 3 .455 ,  p < . 0 6 6 ) ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  s i m i l a r
a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n  l i k e d  each o t h e r  b e t t e r  than  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  d i s ­
s i m i l a r  a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n .
S im i l a r  i n c o n s i s t e n t  p a t t e r n s  o f  e f f e c t s  were found f o r  t h e  f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  composi te  s c o re s  based on th e  seman t ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
items (see  Table  21) .  Here,  t h r e e  s e t s  o f  compos i te  s c o re s  were s i g n i f ­
i c a n t  or  m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  in  both Samples 1 and 2 on t h e  dyadsex 
main e f f e c t .  A s i g n i f i c a n t  D main e f f e c t  was ob ta in e d  on f a c t o r  s c o re s  
fo r  Fa c to r  SA in  Sample 1 ( F ( 1,104)  = 8 .749 ,  p < . 0 0 4 ) ,  w h i le  t h e  same 
e f f e c t  in  Sample 2 was m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 2 .9 6 9 ,  p < 
.088) .  These d i f f e r e n c e s  on t h e  "easygoing  s o c i a b i l i t y "  f a c t o r  i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex c o n d i t i o n  r a t e d  t h e i r  p a r t n e r s  h ig h e r  
along t h i s  dimension than  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  same sex c o n d i t i o n .
The o t h e r  two s e t s  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  on t h e s e  semantic  d i f f e r ­
e n t i a l  composi te  s c o re s  were found on t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re s  and s c a l e  sum
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scores  f o r  F a c to r  SB, t h e  s o - c a l l e d  " l i k a b i l i t y "  f a c t o r .  The dyadsex 
main e f f e c t  was s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re s  in  both Sample 1 
(F(1»104) = 9 .6 5 0 ,  p < . 0 0 2 ) ,  and Sample 2 ( F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 5 .759 ,  p < .018) .  
The dyadsex main e f f e c t  was a l s o  s i g n i f i c a n t  f o r  t h e  co r re spond ing  s c a l e  
sum s c o re s  f o r  F a c to r  SB; Sample 1,  F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 9 .8 5 3 ,  p < .002 ,  and 
Sample 2 ,  F ( l , 1 0 4 )  = 5 .035 ,  p < .027. These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  sub­
j e c t s  in  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex c o n d i t i o n  r a t e d  t h e i r  p a r t n e r s  h ig h e r  on t h e  
l i k a b i l i t y  dimension than  t h e  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  same sex c o n d i t i o n .
Overa l l  Dependent V a r i a b l e  S e n s i t i v i t y . The f i n a l  s e t  o f  ana lyses  
compared t h e  o v e r a l l  s t r e n g t h  of  a s s o c i a t i o n  between dependent  v a r i a b l e s  
and th e  r e c u r r e n t  a t t i t u d e  and dyadsex main e f f e c t s ,  th rough t h e  use of  
a)2 (see  Table  22) .  D i f f e r e n c e s  in  s t r e n g t h s  o f  e f f e c t s  a c ro s s  dependent  
v a r i a b l e s  i s  pe rhaps  b e s t  d i s c u s s e d  in  terms o f  groups o f  r e l a t e d  v a r ­
i a b l e s .  Such a d i s c u s s i o n  must be guided by t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l s  o f  
the  e f f e c t s  concerned .
In t h e  case  of  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  measuring th e  " l i k i n g "  dimension ,
( the IJS l i k i n g  i tem,  newly c r e a t e d  " l i k e "  s c a l e ,  McCroskey and McCain 
l i k i n g  i t e m s ,  and f a c t o r  s c o re s  and s c a l e  sums f o r  F a c to r  LC— L i k e r t  
" l i k i n g " ,  and F a c to r  SB—semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  " l i k a b i l i t y " ) ,  d i f f e r ­
e n t i a l  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  e f f e c t s  i s  no ted .  The s t r o n g e s t  a s s o c i a t i o n  f o r  
a s i n g l e  s c a l e  e x i s t s  f o r  t h e  IJS l i k i n g  i tem on t h e  dyadsex main e f f e c t  
in Sample 1 (to2 = . 0 7 3 ) ,  a l though  t h e  " l i k e "  s c a l e  (to2 = .018)  and th e  
McCroskey and McCain l i k i n g  s c a l e s  (to2 = .051)  a l s o  picked up t h i s  e f f e c t .  
The f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  s c o re s  a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  t h i s  e f f e c t ,  a l ­
though not  q u i t e  as s t r o n g l y  as t h e  IJS i tem (Facscores  LC and SB, to2 = 
.057 and .069 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ,  and Facsums LC and SB, to2 = .042 and .071 ,  
r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .  Since t h e  o b t a in e d  va lue s  o f  to2 i n d i c a t e  t h e  s t r o n g e s t  
a s s o c i a t i o n  between independent  and dependent  v a r i a b l e s  e n t a i l s  only
Table 22
Levels  o f  S i g n i f i c a n c e  and oi2 Values  f o r  
S e l e c t e d  F a c to r  A n a l y t i c a l l y  Derived Dependent Measures
A Main E f f e c t  D Main
Var iab le  p  ov2
FACSCORE LB .018» .041 .346M
(Respect)  .064“  .022 . 0 5 l “
FACSCORE LC .156 .008 .006S
(Liking)  .142 .011 .431
FACSCORE SA .687 0 .0  .004»
(Easygoing S o c i a b i l i t y )  .151 .010 .088
FACSCORE SB .911M 0 .0  .002 .
( L i k a b i l i t y )  .072n .020 .018^
FACSUM LB .029c .034 .471M
(Respect)  .045^ .027 .056
FACSUM LC .050m .023 .013S
(Liking)  .066“ .022 .467
FACSUM SA . 5 0 0 c  0 . 0  . 0 0 3 S
(Easygoing S o c i a b i l i t y )  . 0 4 6  . 0 2 7  . 1 2 5
FACSUM SB 1 . 0 0 0 .  0 . 0  . 0 0 2 c
( L i k a b i l i t y )  . 0 6 8 m . 0 2 0  . 0 2 7 ^
Sample 1 = upper  row; Sample 2 = lower row 
Ms u p e r s c r i p t  = m a r g i n a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( .05  < p
C
s u p e r s c r i p t  = s i g n i f i c a n t  (p < .05)
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7.3% o f  t h e  between c e l l s  v a r i a n c e  accoun ta b le  on t h e  dyadsex main e f f e c t  
fo r  t h a t  dependent  measure,  i t  i s  c l e a r  t h a t  ve ry  small amounts o f  a c ­
countable  v a r i a t i o n  a r e  being  d e a l t  wi th  h e re .  Thus,  i t  may be in a p p r o ­
p r i a t e  t o  s e l e c t  one measure over  a no the r  as  " b e t t e r "  or  "more s e n s i t i v e . "
The nex t  e f f e c t  o f  i n t e r e s t  i s  t h e  a t t i t u d e  main e f f e c t  on t h e  " r e s ­
pect"  i tems .  Here,  t h e  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r ive d  measures  appear  supe­
r i o r ,  in  t h a t  they  i d e n t i f y  t h e  e f f e c t  in  both samples ,  (Facscore LB, w2 = 
.041 and .022 f o r  Samples 1 and 2,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ;  Facsum LB, oi2 = .034 and 
.027 f o r  Samples 1 and 2 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) ,  whereas  t h e  o t h e r  s c a l e s  do no t  
(IJS R espec t ,  Samples 1 and 2,  w2 = .022 and .009 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ;  R espec t ,  
Samples 1 and 2, to2 = .022 and .007 ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ;  and McCroskey and 
McCain R espec t ,  w2 = .006 and 0 .0  in  Samples 1 and 2,  r e s p e c t i v e l y ) .
The remain ing dyadsex main e f f e c t s  on "easygo ing s o c i a b i l i t y "  (Fac­
t o r  SA) i l l u s t r a t e  some o f  t h e  complexi ty  in  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 
the  f a c t o r  s c o re s  and f a c t o r  s c a l e  sums. In Sample 2 ,  t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re s  
(oj2 = .017) account  f o r  more between c e l l s  v a r i a n c e  than  t h e  f a c t o r  sums 
(a)2 = .0 1 2 ) ,  whereas  in  Sample 1, t h e  f a c t o r  sums (w2 = .070)  accoun t  
f o r  more v a r i a n c e  than t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re s  (oj2 = .066 ) .  An i n s p e c t i o n  of  
Table 22 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  s o r t  o f  r e v e r s a l  occu r red  on numerous
occas ions ,  p r e c lu d in g  any s t a t e m e n t  about  whe ther  t h e  f a c t o r  s c o re s  or
11f a c t o r  s c a l e  sums a re  a " b e t t e r "  dependent  measure.
11These r e v e r s a l s  may be t h e  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  
va r i ance  analyzed between t h e  p r e s e n t  f a c t o r  s c o re s  and f a c t o r  s c a l e  sums. 
The former a r e  based upon s t a n d a r d i z e d  v a r i a n c e ,  whereas  t h e  l a t t e r  a re  
c a s t  in  t h e  v a r i a n c e  of  raw s c o r e s .  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  w e igh t ings  f o r  each i n ­
d iv id ua l  i tem d i f f e r  between t h e  two t e c h n iq u e s  o f  s c o re  d e r i v a t i o n .
These c om pl ic a t ions  can be avoided in  f u t u r e  s t u d i e s  (des igned  t o  a s s e s s  
experimental  e f f e c t s  r a t h e r  than  t o  uncover t h e  unde r ly ing  dimensions o f  
a t t r a c t i o n )  th rough t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  of  f a c t o r  s c o re s  by a p r i n c i p l e  com­
ponents procedure  a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  s c a l e  d a t a .  This  t ec h n iq u e  i s  d e s c r ib ed  
in more d e t a i l  s h o r t l y .
D I S C U S S I O N
The ambigui ty  and complexi ty  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  ob ta in e d  ac ross  t h e  
va r ious  measures  of  a t t r a c t i o n  employed in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  demon­
s t r a t e  t h e  magnitude o f  t h e  problems f a c i n g  th e  r e s e a r c h e r  in  t h i s  a re a .  
The lack  o f  knowledge o f  r e l e v a n t  parameters  t o  be c o n t r o l l e d  f o r  can 
cause experimental  e f f e c t s  t o  appear  and d i s a p p e a r  c a p r i c i o u s l y ,  as was 
observed wi th  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  main e f f e c t s  o f  Study 1,  which 
d i sappeared  in  Study 2. To make m a t t e r s  worse ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  i n ­
d ica ted  t h a t  t h e  i m p l i c i t ,  u n t e s t e d  psychomet r ic  assumpt ions o f  t h e  
a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e  were no t  support ed  upon c a r e f u l  exam ina t ion .  The 
outcome o f  such problems i s  a l a r g e  number o f  s t u d i e s  l i k e  th o se  r e p o r t e d  
he re ,  i d e n t i f y i n g  i s o l a t e d  i n s t a n c e s  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t s  
of a r a t h e r  t r i v i a l  n a t u r e .  The h i g h e s t  va lue  of  co2 ob ta in e d  in the  
p re se n t  r e s e a r c h  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  l e s s  than  8% o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  in  t h e  
dependent v a r i a b l e  was accoun ta b le  in terms o f  t h e  independen t  v a r i a b l e ,  
in s p i t e  o f  t h e  " h igh ly  s i g n i f i c a n t "  F v a lue  ( . 0 0 2 ) .
Several  impor tan t  conceptua l  and p rocedura l  r e f inem en ts  a re  c a l l e d  
f o r  in  t h e  a r e a  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  r e s e a r c h .  The p r e s e n t  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  
assessment  o f  t h e  wide ly used a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e s  p rov ides  f u r t h e r  evidence  
fo r  complex m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  t h e  psycho lo g ica l  underp inn ings  o f  t h e  
phenomenon. The comparison o f  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  among component 
s c o re s ,  s imple a r i t h m e t i c a l l y  and l o g i c a l l y  de r ived  compos i te  s c o r e s ,  
and f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  composi te  s c o r e s ,  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  
m u l t id im e n s io n a l i t y  must be s p e c i f i c a l l y  a s se s se d  a t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  
level  i f  a maximizat ion o f  unde rs t and ing  of  t h e  phenomenon i s  d e s i r e d .
The remaining p o r t i o n s  of  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n  w i l l  be devoted  t o  a l l  of
t h ese  i s s u e s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  i n  " g e n e r a l ­
ized s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  w i l l  be d i s c u s s e d .  Next,  t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  how to  
r e l i a b l y  measure t h i s  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  a t  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l  l e v e l  w i l l  
be exp lo red .  Fol lowing t h i s ,  a very  t e n t a t i v e  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  i n d e ­
pendent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  ob ta ined  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  be used 
to  o u t l i n e  p o s s i b l e  d i r e c t i o n s  f o r  f u t u r e  p a ra m e t r i c  r e s e a r c h  in  t h e  
area of  a t t r a c t i o n .  And f i n a l l y ,  s u g g e s t io n s  f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  w i l l  
be o u t l i n e d ,  des igned to  c l a r i f y  and c ro s s  v a l i d a t e  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  the  
p re se n t  r e s e a r c h .
Conceptual  M u l t i d im e n s i o n a l i t y  in  A t t r a c t i o n
The f a c t o r  a na ly se s  r e p o r t e d  here  a re  im por tan t  f o r  two r e a s o n s .  
F i r s t ,  t h e  procedure  employed,  which s u b je c t e d  t h e  w i t h in  c e l l s  c o r r e l ­
a t io n  m a t r ix  t o  an i t e r a t i v e ,  c l a s s i c a l  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  ( c f . ,  Harman, 
1976), d i f f e r s  from a l l  p rev ious  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  s t u d i e s  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  
in t h a t  i t  i s  a procedure  e x p l i c i t l y  des igned  to  i d e n t i f y  any unde r ly ing  
psycho logical  co res  o f  v a r i a t i o n  which a r e  tapped  in  some common way by 
the  group o f  r e l a t e d  dependent  measures  of  a t t r a c t i o n  drawn from the  
l i t e r a t u r e  as a whole.  Previous s t u d i e s  a l l  employed p r i n c i p l e  compo­
nents  f a c t o r  a n a l y s e s ,  which a r e  perhaps b e t t e r  s u i t e d  t o  t h e  s imple 
r educ t io n  o f  a given  body o f  v a r i a b l e s  t o  a s m a l l e r  number o f  v a r i a b l e s  
through a s t a t i s t i c a l  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  u t i l i z i n g  in fo rm a t ion  about  t h e  
i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s  among a l l  of  t h e  o r i g i n a l  v a r i a b l e s .  This  i s  e s s e n ­
t i a l l y  a d a t a  r e d u c t io n  s t r a t e g y .  The p r e s e n t  approach used f a c t o r  
an a ly s i s  in  an i n f e r e n t i a l  manner,  and i s  t hus  more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  s u i t e d  
f o r  use in t h e o r i z i n g  r eg a rd in g  t h e  n a tu r e  o f  t h e  unde r ly ing  psycho log­
ica l  dynamics of  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n .
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The second reason  t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  f a c t o r  a n a ly s e s  a r e  im por ta n t  i s  
t h a t  they  i n d i c a t e  a c o n s id e r a b l e  amount o f  v a r i a t i o n  in  t h e  n a tu r e  of  
the  i n f e r r e d  components depending upon t h e  d a ta  sample examined.  Since 
these  r e s u l t s  r e p l i c a t e  t h e  o r i g i n a l  f i n d i n g s  o f  T r i a n d i s  (1961) ,  t h e  
case f o r  t h e i r  v a l i d i t y  i s  s t r e n g th e n e d .  This  may i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a t t r a c ­
t io n  i s  in  a c t u a l i t y  no t  a r e l i a b l e ,  u n i t a r y  phenomenon (as  an " a t t i t u d e "  
or o t h e r  c o g n i t i v e  m ed ia to r )  f u n c t i o n i n g  in  a s i m i l a r  manner in  a l l  i n ­
d i v i d u a l s .  R a t h e r ,  i t  seems a more p r o d u c t iv e  t h e o r e t i c a l  approach a t  
t h i s  t ime to  assume t h a t  what we mean by " a t t r a c t i o n "  may vary  in  s i g n i f ­
i c a n t  ways,  both n o m o th e t i c a l l y  and i d i o s y n c r a t i c a l l y ,  depending upon a 
v a r i e t y  o f  dynamic p e r s o n a l ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l ,  and s i t u a t i o n a l  i n f l u e n c e s .
This i s  no t  t o  say t h a t  meaningful  components of  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  
response cannot  be i s o l a t e d .  I t  i s  r a t h e r  meant t o  contend t h a t  t h e  
s p e c i f i c  r e l e v a n t  dimens ions of  a t t r a c t i o n  which come i n t o  p lay  in  any 
given encoun te r  may vary depending upon p e r s o n a l ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l ,  and 
s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s .  In f a c t ,  t h e  c u r r e n t  r e s u l t s  s t r e n g t h e n  th e  a rg u ­
ment f o r  a v e r i f i a b l e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n ,  because they  in 
e f f e c t  r e p l i c a t e  t h e  r e s u l t s  o f  a l l  t h r e e  p rev ious  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  
s tu d i e s  which d e a l t  wi th  L i k e r t  type  i t em s .  The " l i k i n g "  and " r e s p e c t "  
dimensions i d e n t i f i e d  by K i e s l e r  and Goldberg (1968) and McCroskey and 
McCain (1974) were i d e n t i f i e d  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  more r e f i n e d  a n a l y s e s ,  a long 
with t h e  "phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s "  dimension p o s i t e d  by McCroskey and 
McCain. The former p a i r  of  f a c t o r s  match T r i a n d i s 1 " F r i e n d s h ip  Accept­
ance" and "Formal Soc ial  Acceptance wi th  Subo rd in a t io n "  f a c t o r s  ( T r i a n d i s 1 
items were a l l  b e ha v io ra l  in  n a t u r e ,  and thus  p rec luded  th e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
of an a t t r i b u t i o n a l  "phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s "  d im ens ion ) .  F i n a l l y ,  a 
dimension o f  "Soc ial  D is tance"  a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  by T r i a n d i s  was e s s e n t i a l l y
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confirmed in  t h e  f i n a l  t h r e e  f a c t o r s  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  p r e s e n t  a n a ly s e s :
the " r e j e c t i o n "  f a c t o r ,  t h e  " informal  s o c i a l  accep tance"  f a c t o r ,  and the  
12" int imacy" f a c t o r .  The f a c t  t h a t  e ig h t e e n  y e a r s  o f  a c c e l e r a t i n g  s o c i a l  
change have i n te r v e n e d  between t h e s e  s t u d i e s ,  which a l l  produced r e l a t e d  
r e s u l t s ,  i s  an argument  su p p o r t i n g  t h e  g e n e r a l i z e d  v a l i d i t y  o f  the  
pos i t ed  d im ens ions ,  a t  l e a s t  in  contemporary American c u l t u r e .  In ad­
d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  dimensions o f  g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  i t  should 
be po in ted  ou t  t h a t  t h e  " love" component o f  a t t r a c t i o n  e x p l i c i t l y  ex ­
cluded from a n a l y s i s  in  the  p r e s e n t  s tudy has been v e r i f i e d  in  a f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c  manner by both T r i a n d i s  (1961) and Rubin (1973) ,  and thus  should 
be cons ide red  as a n o th e r  p o t e n t i a l l y  im por ta n t  dimension in  a d d i t i o n  to  
those  i d e n t i f i e d  by t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .  Thus,  i t  appears  t h a t  " i n t e r ­
personal  a t t r a c t i o n , "  as  t y p i c a l l y  a s s e s s e d  by s o c i a l  p s y c h o lo g i s t s  
using L i k e r t  type  r a t i n g  s c a l e s ,  can be s a id  t o  c o n s i s t  o f  l i k i n g ,  r e s ­
p e c t ,  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  l o v e ,  and s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e  components,  t h e  
l a t t e r  p o s s ib l y  being r e d u c i b l e  t o  r e j e c t i o n ,  s o c i a l  a c c e p ta n c e ,  and 
int imacy dimens ions .
The p r e s e n t  s tudy  was t h e  f i r s t  t o  u nde r take  a l a r g e  s c a l e  f a c t o r  
a n a ly s i s  o f  t h e  wide ly  employed seman t ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  procedure  f o r  t h e  
assessment  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  The r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  a r e a s o n a b le  t h e o r e t i c a l  
correspondence wi th  t h e  f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  o f  t h e  L i k e r t  i t e m s ,  s u p p o r t i n g  
the c o n te n t io n  t h a t  an u nde r ly ing  psycho log ica l  "core"  o f  v a r i a t i o n  in  
a t t r a c t i o n  re sponse s  i s  indeed being a s s e s s e d .  The p r e c i s e  n a t u r e  of  
the ob ta ined  f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e  d i f f e r s  in  c e r t a i n  minor  ways from t h a t  of  
the L i k e r t  i t e m s ,  p robab ly  due t o  t h e  p u re ly  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  n a t u r e  o f  t h e
12 I t  should be n o t e d ,  however , t h a t  T r i a n d i s 1 r e s u l t s  a l s o  inc luded  
severa l  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  which d id  n o t  emerge in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .
Thus, h i s  f i n d i n g s  were no t  d i r e c t l y  r e p l i c a t e d .
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semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  i t ems .  In f a c t ,  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  s e rv e  t o  f u r t h e r  
i l l u m i n a t e  t h e  complex i ty  o f  t h e  u n de r ly ing  p sycho log ica l  dimensions .
The L i k e r t  " l i k i n g "  f a c t o r  i s  p a r a l l e l e d  by two semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
f a c t o r s :  "easygoing s o c i a b i l i t y "  and " l i k a b i l i t y . "  S i m i l a r l y ,  t h e
L ike r t  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  f a c t o r  appears  t o  become two dimensions 
on th e  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s ,  inborn  "phys ica l  beauty" and l ea rned  
"grooming a t t r a c t i v e n e s s . "  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  L i k e r t  " r e s p e c t "  f a c t o r  i s  
p a r a l l e l e d  by t h e  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  "competence" factor- .  The absence 
of a c l e a r  " s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e "  f a c t o r  among t h e  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i tems 
may be accounted f o r  in  terms o f  t h e i r  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  n a t u r e ;  s o c i a l  r e ­
j e c t i o n  i s  a behav io ra l  phenomenon not  e a s i l y  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  t h e  a t t r i ­
but iona l  a d j e c t i v e s  t h a t  comprise the  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  s c a l e s .  On 
the  o t h e r  hand,  t h e r e  was a s i x t h  semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  composi te  f a c t o r  
which emerged from th e  f a c t o r  matching p rocedures  d i s c u s s e d  above,  but  
was r e j e c t e d  from f u r t h e r  a n a l y s i s  because i t  con ta ined  no p a i r e d  l o a d ­
ings above .40.  Th is  f a c t o r ,  load ing  on t h e  a d j e c t i v e  p a i r s  c o n s i d e r a t e /  
i n c o n s i d e r a t e ,  t r u s t w o r t h y / u n t r u s t w o r t h y ,  u n s e l f i s h / s e l f i s h ,  and r e l i a b l e /  
u n r e l i a b l e ,  might  be cons ide red  a p o t e n t i a l  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  match t o  t h e  
L ik e r t  s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e  f a c t o r s .
Measurement of  t h e  M u l t i d im e n s i o n a l i t y  in  A t t r a c t i o n
One of  t h e  most im por ta n t  c onc lu s ions  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  i s  
t h a t  the  s imple-minded use of  "common sense"  dependent  measures ,  f r e ­
quent ly  summed i n t o  an a r b i t r a r y  a r i t h m e t i c  composi te  s c o r e ,  l o se s  po ten ­
t i a l l y  l a r g e  amounts o f  v a lu a b l e  in fo rm a t ion  which could be b e t t e r  r e ­
covered us ing  a wider  a r r a y  of  dependent  measures  grouped i n t o  p a r t i c u l a r  
f a c t o r  s c a l e s .  The p r e c i s e  p rocedures  u t i l i z e d  in  t h e  g e n e ra t i o n  of
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f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  s c o re s  f o r  r e s e a r c h  purposes  would undoubt ­
edly vary wi th  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  e x p e r t i s e  and computer r e s o u r c e s  o f  t h e  
ind iv idua l  r e s e a r c h e r .
The comparison o f  r e l a t i v e  s e n s i t i v i t y  of  component and l o g i c a l l y  
de r ived  s imple  a r i t h m e t i c  sums as  composi te  s c o re s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  in  no 
cases  were t h e  composi te  s c o re s  s u p e r i o r  t o  each o f  t h e  s i n g l e  components,  
in terms of  t h e  va lues  o f  oj2 . That  i s  t o  say ,  a c l e a r e r  unde rs t and ing  
of the  n a tu r e  o f  independent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  would emerge ( i . e . ,  g r e a t e r  
p ropor t ions  o f  v a r i a n c e  would be accounted f o r ) ,  i f  a p p r o p r i a t e  component 
scores  were examined i n d i v i d u a l l y  r a t h e r  than  a f t e r  an a r b i t r a r y  surraning 
i n to  some l o g i c a l l y  d e f in e d  common sense  composi te  s c o re .
The s e l e c t i o n  and examinat ion o f  component s c o re s  can become q u i t e  
cumbersome, c o n s id e r in g  th e  l a r g e  number of  a t t r a c t i o n - o r i e n t e d  s c a l e  
items t h a t  have been and could be g e n e ra te d .  The c u r r e n t  r e s e a r c h  d e ­
monstrated t h a t  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  meaningful  components o f  a t t r a c t i o n  can be 
o p e r a t i o n a l l y  a s se s s e d  in  a p ro d u c t iv e  manner through t h e  use o f  a v a r ­
i e t y  o f  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  s c a l e s .  Both t h e  McCroskey and 
McCain (1974) s c a l e s  and t h e  p r e s e n t l y  d e f in e d  f a c t o r  s c a l e s  should be 
useful  in t h e  assessment  o f  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  l i k i n g ,  and r e s p e c t .  
The p r e s e n t l y  d e f in e d  s c a l e s  o f f e r  a f u r t h e r  a t t r i b u t i o n a l  breakdown of  
the above t h r e e  g e n e r a l i z e d  dimensions i n t o  phys ica l  beauty and grooming 
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  easygoing s o c i a b i l i t y  and l i k a b i l i t y ,  and f i n a l l y  com­
petence.  The p r e s e n t l y  d e f in e d  L i k e r t  f a c t o r s  f u r t h e r  d e f i n e  r e j e c t i o n ,  
socia l  a c c e p tan c e ,  and in t im acy  dimensions ( see  Appendix D f o r  a summary 
of the  p r e s e n t l y  d e f in e d  f a c t o r  s c a l e s ) .  Rubin (1970) has e lsewhere  
def ined a love dimension .  These l a t t e r  f o u r  dimensions may be more or  
l ess  impor tan t  depending upon t h e  c i r cum s tances  of  t h e  r a t i n g  s i t u a t i o n .
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The above f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r iv e d  s c a l e s  may be used e x p e r i ­
menta l ly  in  e i t h e r  of  two ways. I d e a l l y ,  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  experi enced  
r e s e a r c h e r  w i l l  s e l e c t  th o se  s u b s e t s  o f  s c a l e s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  r e l e v a n t  t o  
h i s / h e r  r e s e a r c h  problem, a d m i n i s t e r  them under c o n t r o l l e d  c o n d i t i o n s ,  
and then  c a r r y  ou t  a p r i n c i p l e  components f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  on t h e  w i th in  
c e l l s  v a r i a n c e - c o v a r i a n c e  m a t r i x ,  g e n e ra t i n g  f a c t o r  s c o re s  based upon 
t h i s  a n a l y s i s  f o r  use in  t h e  examinat ion o f  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s .  This  
i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  t e c h n iq u e s  s u c c e s s f u l l y  employed by K i e s l e r  and Gold­
berg (1968) ,  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  a b lunde r  on t h e  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  
a "competent" same sex male o t h e r  person .  I t  r e q u i r e s  access  t o  and 
a b i l i t y  t o  u t i l i z e  r e l a t i v e l y  compl ica ted  s t a t i s t i c a l  computer programs.
On t h e  o t h e r  hand,  t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  nov ice  or  t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  with 
l im i t e d  computer c a p a b i l i t i e s  may use t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  
de f ined  s c a l e s  in  t h e  more t r a d i t i o n a l  manner of  composi te  g e n e r a t i n g  
component s c o r e s .  That i s  t o  s a y ,  a s imple  a r i t h m e t i c  sum o f  r a t i n g s  on 
a l l  given i tems on a s c a l e  ( e . g . ,  l i k i n g )  may be c a l c u l a t e d  and used as 
a dependent  v a r i a b l e  in  f u r t h e r  a n a ly s e s .  While t h i s  i s  a s imple a r i t h ­
metic  sum, t h e  s e l e c t i o n  o f  i tems f o r  i n c l u s i o n  in  t h e  s c a l e  i s  based 
upon widely  used psychomet r ic  p r i n c i p l e s  r a t h e r  than  mere common sense  
or  t r a d i t i o n  ( i . e . ,  t h e  s c a l e  sum i s  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  r a t h e r  than 
l o g i c a l l y  d e f i n e d ) .  Such a composi te  s c o re  does no t  inc lu d e  a weigh t ing  
f a c t o r  f o r  t h e  i n d iv id u a l  i t em s .  However, t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  p a r a l l e l
T r i a n d i s '  (1961) r e s u l t s  in  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  such w e igh t ings  may b e s t  be
13determined f o r  homogenous sub-g roup ings  o f  i n d i v i d u a l s .  Thus,  nex t  t o  
13
This  p o t e n t i a l  sample t o  sample v a r i a t i o n  in  t h e  dimensions o f  
a t t r a c t i o n  i s  t h e  reason  f o r  t h e  s u g g e s t ion  of  a p r i n c i p l e  components 
f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  on t h e  v a r i a n c e - c o v a r i a n c e  m a t r ix .  This  procedure  should 
maximize t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of  dimensions accoun t ing  f o r  independent  v a r ­
i a b l e  e f f e c t s ,  and w i l l  p rov ide  we igh t ings  f o r  i tems based upon th e
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an a c tua l  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  (which sometimes migh t  no t  be f e a s i b l e  p r a c ­
t i c a l l y ) ,  t h e  use o f  summed f a c t o r  s c a l e  i t e m s ,  l i k e  the  "Facsums" in  
the  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  seems a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h e  measurement o f  m ult i  - 
d i m e n s io n a l i t y  in  a t t r a c t i o n .  For t h e  r e s e a r c h e r  i n t e n t  on s i m p l i c i t y ,  
i t  seems t h a t  s e ve ra l  e m p i r i c a l l y  s e l e c t e d  s i n g l e  s c a l e  i t e m s ,  ana lyzed  
i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  would p rov id e  t h e  most i n fo r m a t iv e  assessment  o f  e x p e r i ­
mental e f f e c t s .  Through t h e  use o f  any o f  t h e  methods o f  measuring a t ­
t r a c t i o n  j u s t  o u t l i n e d ,  t h e  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h e r  w i l l  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  
hea l ing  of  t h e  o p e r a t i o n a l - c o n c e p t u a l  r i f t  i n  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .
Independent  V a r ia b l e  E f f e c t s
The major  purpose  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a rc h  was no t  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  
na tu re  o f  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  f o r  t h e  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y ,  dyad s e x ,  
and i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  v a r i a b l e s .  R a th e r ,  t h e  examinat ion o f  i n ­
dependent  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  was seen as  a way o f  v a l i d a t i n g  th e  u t i l i t y  
o f  a m ult id im ens iona l  measurement s t r a t e g y  in  t h e  s tudy  of  a t t r a c t i o n ,  
and as an e x p l o r a t o r y  probe i n t o  t h e  p o s s i b l e  p a ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  on 
v a r i a t i o n  in  a t t r a c t i o n .
I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  was complica ted  by 
severa l  f a c t o r s .  In Study 1, t h e  merging o f  t h e  dyad members d a ta  i n t o  
a s i n g l e  sample f o r  a n a l y t i c  purposes  v i o l a t e s  s t a t i s t i c a l  assumptions
v a r i a n c e - c o v a r i a n c e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  given  sample.  This  procedure 
avoids t h e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  we igh t ing  o f  i tems t h a t  was proposed a t  t h e  o u t ­
s e t  o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  r e s e a r c h  endeavor .  As d i sc u s s e d  above,  t h e  v o l a t i l e  
na tu re  o f  the  f a c t o r s  which emerge from c u r r e n t  n o n -p a ra m e t r i c  r e s e a rc h  
does not  s u p p o r t  t h e  use o f  s t a n d a r d i z e d  w e ig h t in g s .  Such r e f inem en ts  
of  measurement procedure  may become p o s s i b l e  once a b e t t e r  unde rs t and ing  
of  t h e  m u l t i p l e  dynamic r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among t h e  l a r g e l y  unexplored  
realm o f  p e r s o n a l ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l ,  and s i t u a t i o n a l  parameters  de te rm in ing  
a t t r a c t i o n  i s  ach ieved .
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of  independence of  d a t a  p o i n t s ,  s i n c e  t h e  p o s s i b l e  dependency in  s c o re s  
between dyad members was no t  t aken  i n t o  account .  In Study 2 ,  t h e  d a ta  
were d iv ided  i n t o  two s e p a r a t e  samples in  an a t t e m p t  t o  overcome t h i s  
problem. However, t h e  procedures  used t o  a s s i g n  s u b j e c t s  t o  samples 
i n a d v e r t a n t l y  r e s u l t e d  in  a s e r i e s  of  im por ta n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  a t -  
t i t u d i n a l  compos i t ion of  t h e  samples ,  t h e r e b y  weakening t h e i r  compar­
a b i l i t y .  Because of  t h e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s ,  a l l  comments p r e s e n te d  he re  
regard ing  independen t  v a r i a b l e  e f f e c t s  should be viewed in  a very  t e n ­
t a t i v e  manner,  c e r t a i n l y  r e q u i r i n g  s u b s t a n t i a t i o n  th rough f u r t h e r  r e ­
search .
In s p i t e  o f  t h e  problems j u s t  o u t l i n e d ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  cohere 
with prev ious  work by such r e s e a r c h e r s  as T r i a n d i s  (1961) ,  K i e s l e r  and 
Goldberg (1968) ,  Rubin (1970) ,  and McCroskey and McCain (1974) ,  i n d i c a t ­
ing t h a t  a t t r a c t i o n  i s  more p r o f i t a b l y  s t u d i e d  by b reak ing  down t h e  gen­
e r a l i z e d ,  common sense  c o n s t r u c t  i n t o  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  d e f in e d  t h e o r e t ­
ical  components.
The two b a s i c  dimensions of  " g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  most 
c ruc ia l  f o r  s tudy  appear  t o  be l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t  dimens ions .  Prev ious 
r e s e a rc h e r s  have sugges ted  t h i s ,  and t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  a l s o  s u ppo r t  
t h a t  p r o p o s i t i o n .  The widely  e s t a b l i s h e d  p a ra m e t r i c  dimension o f  a t t i ­
tude s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y  impacted on r e s p e c t  on ly  in  Study 1,  whereas  
in Study 2 e f f e c t s  appeared on both t h e  r e s p e c t  and l i k i n g  dimens ions .
This l a t t e r  e f f e c t  r e p l i c a t e d  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y -  
a t t r a c t i o n  main e f f e c t  wide ly  r e p o r t e d  by Byrne (1971) and o t h e r s .
Taken t o g e t h e r ,  t h e s e  r e s u l t s  r e -emphas ize  t h e  importance o f  no t  b l i n d l y  
combining component s c o re s  des igned  t o  t a p  d i f f e r e n t  dimensions o f  a t ­
t r a c t i o n .
The phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  dimension o f  a t t r a c t i o n  emerged as a 
s e p a r a te  component in  t h e  f a c t o r  a n a ly s e s  employed h e r e ,  bu t  e x h i b i t e d  
only m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  Study 1,  w h i le  t h e  2 X 2 X 2  
ANOVA's o f  Study 2 showed no e f f e c t s  on t h i s  dimens ion.  On a hunch, t h e  
da ta  were r ea na lyz e d  in  a p o s t -h o c  manner as  a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 f a c t o r i a l , 
i nc lud ing  s u b j e c t  sex (male o r  female )  as  a v a r i a b l e .  The r e s u l t s  of  
t h i s  a n a l y s i s  demons tra ted e f f e c t s  on t h e  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  dim­
ens ion .  The summed McCroskey and McCain phys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  s c a l e s  
ex h ib i t e d  a m a r g in a l ly  s i g n i f i c a n t  dyadsex by s u b j e c t  sex s t a t i s t i c a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n  ( F ( l , 9 6 )  = 3 .328 ,  p < .071)  in  Sample 1,  and a h ig h ly  s i g ­
n i f i c a n t  D x S i n t e r a c t i o n  in  Sample 2 ( F (1 ,96)  = 7 .0 6 2 ,  p < .009) .
These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  in  t h e  same sex c o n d i t i o n ,  female  s u b j e c t s  
r a t e d  t h e i r  female p a r t n e r s  as more a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y  than  t h e  male 
s u b je c t s  r a t e d  t h e i r  male p a r t n e r s ,  whereas in  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex c o n d i t i o n ,  
male s u b j e c t s  r a t e d  t h e i r  female p a r t n e r s  as more a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y  
than female s u b j e c t s  r a t e d  t h e i r  male p a r t n e r s .  While t h e  pos t -hoc  
na tu re  of  t h e s e  t e s t s  combined wi th  t h e  o t h e r  problems c i t e d  above s e ­
ve re ly  l i m i t s  g e n e r a l i z a t i o n  of  t h e s e  r e s u l t s ,  t h ey  do s u g g e s t  im por tan t  
sex d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  o f  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  and they  
provide t e n t a t i v e  s u ppo r t  f o r  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  dimension o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n ,  a t  l e a s t  in  o p p o s i t e  
sex i n t e r a c t i o n  s i t u a t i o n s .  I t  seems p l a u s i b l e  t h a t  t h i s  dimension may 
be r e l a t e d  more t o  sexual  a t t r a c t i o n  in  m ale s ,  but  more t o  f r i e n d s h i p  
a t t r a c t i o n  in  fem ale s .
The p r e s e n t  r e s u l t s  thus  p rov ide  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  assessment  of  
l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  dimensions o f  a t t r a c t i o n  in  
soc ia l  p sycho log ica l  r e s e a r c h .  The u t i l i t y  of  t h e  remain ing f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c a l l y  i d e n t i f i e d  dimensions o f  r e j e c t i o n ,  s o c i a l  a c c e p t a n c e ,  and
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int imacy  can on ly  be a s se s s e d  th rough  f u t u r e  r e s e a r c h ,  s i n c e  no s i g n i f ­
i c a n t  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s  emerged on t h e s e  dimensions in t h e  p r e s e n t  
s tudy.
The p r e s e n t  between c e l l s  e f f e c t s ,  a l b e i t  compl ica ted and i n c o n s i s ­
t e n t ,  do p rov ide  some i n s i g h t s  i n t o  p o s s i b l e  p a ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  on 
i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n .  As d e s c r i b e d  above,  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / d i s ­
s i m i l a r i t y  emerged as an im por ta n t  v a r i a b l e  c o n t r o l l i n g  v a r i a t i o n  in  
a t t r a c t i o n .  While t h e  r e p l i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  wide ly  d e s c r i b e d  e f f e c t  i s  
not  of  paramount  im por tance ,  i t  does demons t ra te  t h e  c o m p a r a b i l i t y  of  
the  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s  t o  t h o s e  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  a ppear ing  in  t h e  
l i t e r a t u r e .
Of g r e a t e r  t h e o r e t i c a l  and methodolog ica l  i n t e r e s t  a r e  t h e  sex 
r e l a t e d  e f f e c t s  t h a t  emerged in  both Study 1 and Study 2. The p resence  
of  both main e f f e c t s  and s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n s  on t h e  dyadsex f a c t o r  
in both Study 1 and Study 2 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  l a r g e l y  ignored  dimension 
of  same o r  o p p o s i t e  sex s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  i s  im por ta n t  t o  a complete 
unde rs t and ing  o f  t h e  phenomena of  a t t r a c t i o n .  In a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  p o s s i ­
b i l i t y  of  sex d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  a r e a  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  seems t o  w a r ra n t  
c l o s e r  examina t ion .  The changing r o l e s  o f  women in  contemporary American 
s o c i e t y  unde rsco re  t h e  importance of  an u n d e rs t a nd ing  o f  t h e s e  sex 
r e l a t e d  i n f l u e n c e s  on a t t r a c t i o n .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t ,  
phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  may be an im por ta n t  dimension f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy  
in t h i s  r eg a rd .  Such r e s e a r c h  could c onc e iva b ly  have i m p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  
the  p ro d u c t iv e  management o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s  in  a v a r i e t y  o f  
s o c ia l  c o n t e x t s ,  i n c l u d in g  t h e  e d u c a t i o n a l ,  i n d u s t r i a l ,  h e lp in g  p r o f e s ­
s i o n a l ,  and governmental  rea lms .
Personal  f a c t o r s  such as  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y ,  ge n d e r ,  
and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  shou ld  thus  be f u r t h e r  examined as  p o t e n t i a l l y
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importan t  p a ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  on v a r i a t i o n  in a t t r a c t i o n .  I t  i s  l i k e l y  
t h a t  a v a r i e t y  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  f a c t o r s  a r e  a l s o  im por tan t  in  t h i s  r e g a r d .  
Social  r equ i rem en ts  f o r  same o r  o p p o s i t e  sex i n t e r a c t i o n  might a l s o  be 
considered  in  t h i s  a r e a .  Regarding t h e  o t h e r  s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e  in  
the  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  ambiguous outcomes were ob ta in e d  as a r e s u l t  o f  
the  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  m an ip u la t io n .  The i n t e r e s t i n g  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
e f f e c t s  o f  t h i s  m an ipu la t ion  on t h e  m ult id imens iona l  components o f  a t ­
t r a c t i o n  observed in  Study 1 d i sa p p e a re d  ^ f t e r  a s e r i e s  o f  seemingly 
minor p rocedura l  changes were i n s t i t u t e d  in  Study 2. Because o f  the  
m u l t ip l e  changes in  procedure  between t h e  two s t u d i e s ,  e x a c t  cause  and 
e f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between th e  v a r i a b l e s  invo lved cannot  be s p e c i f i e d .
One p o s s i b l e  s p e c u l a t i v e  e x p la n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  observed d i f f e r e n c e s  
wil l  be o f f e r e d ,  based upon t h e  change in  n a tu r e  of  t h e  ca ses  used as 
the  b a s i s  f o r  dyad i n t e r a c t i o n .  The b a s i c  d i f f e r e n c e  between The Case 
of  John and Mary (used in  Study 1) and The Case o f  J i l l  and Henry (used 
in Study 2) was one o f  " p l a u s i b i l i t y , "  from t h e  s t a n d p o i n t  o f  g e n e r a l l y  
accepted b e l i e f  systems r eg a r d in g  th e  n a t u r e  o f  r e a l i t y .  Several  sub ­
j e c t ' s  f r e e  response  r e a c t i o n s  t o  t h e  experimenta l  procedures  employed 
in Study 1 i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  case  was so " f a r  ou t"  t h a t  common ground 
could be found between s u b j e c t s  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  l a r g e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e i r  
PBI s c o re s  ( e . g . ,  both " b e l i e v e r s "  and " d i s b e l i e v e r s "  could agree  t h a t  
the  even ts  d e s c r i b e d  were " i m p o s s i b l e " ) .  Pos t  experimenta l  a n a l y s i s  of  
video tape  r e c o r d in g s  o f  s e v e r a l  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  d y a d ' s  i n t e r a c t i o n  i n ­
d i ca t ed  t h a t  a number o f  a p p a r e n t l y  " b e l i e v e r "  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  d i s s i m i l a r  
a t t i t u d e  c o n d i t i o n  asked t h e i r  " d i s b e l i e v e r "  p a r t n e r  a q u e s t i o n  such a s :  
"This s t o r y  su re  i s  a c ro c k ,  but  d o n ' t  you t h i n k  t h a t  some wierd  t h in g s  
can happen sometimes?" I t  seems t h a t  such a comment could lead  a " d i s ­
b e l i e v e r "  t o  doubt  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  ness  o f  t h e  " b e l i e v e r ' s "  r e a l i t y  sys tem,
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and r e s u l t  in  a lowering  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l .  S i m i l a r l y ,  a 
nega t ive  r e a c t i o n  by t h e  " d i s b e l i e v e r "  could cue t h e  " b e l i e v e r "  t o  some 
very b a s i c  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  persona l  ou t look  and v a lue  systems (perhaps 
with r e l i g i o u s  c o n n o ta t io n s  f o r  some s u b j e c t s ) ,  which,  in l i n e  with t h e  
widely i d e n t i f i e d  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y - a t t r a c t i o n  e f f e c t ,  could a l s o  
r e s u l t  in  a lowering o f  r e s p e c t .  These e x p la n a t i o n s  could accoun t  f o r  
the  s i g n i f i c a n t  two way a t t i t u d e  by i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  s t a t i s t i c a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n  observed in  Study 1, in which d i s s i m i l a r  p a r t n e r s  were r e ­
spected l e s s  in  t h e  Task c o n d i t i o n .
In ano the r  v e i n ,  t h e  obvious s c i e n t i f i c  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  even ts  
descr ibed  in  The Case o f  John and Mary could have f r u s t r a t e d  s u b j e c t s  in 
the  Task c o n d i t i o n ,  because  they  were p rov ided wi th  a seemingly im poss ib le  
exp lana to ry  t a s k ,  and through m edia t ion  o f  some s o r t  o f  s i t u a t i o n a l  "neg­
a t i v e  ha lo  e f f e c t , "  l ead  t o  a lowering  o f  r e s p e c t  (perhaps due t o  weak­
ness of  t h e  s u g g e s t io n s  p re s e n ted  by t h e i r  p a r t n e r s ) .  This  would he lp  
to  e x p la in  t h e  power of  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  m an ipu la t ion  in 
Study 1, and could  account  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  Socio-emo- 
t i o n a l  c o n d i t io n  were g e n e r a l l y  both l i k e d  and r e s p e c t e d  more by t h e i r  
pa r tn e r s  than  s u b j e c t s  in  t h e  Task c o n d i t i o n .
The Case o f  J i l l  and Henry was c l e v e r l y  c o n s t r u c t e d  t o  a l low e i t h e r  
a paranormal o r  a r a t i o n a l ,  s c i e n t i f i c  e x p la n a t i o n .  Because o f  t h i s ,  i t  
was p o s s i b l e  f o r  a l l  s u b j e c t s  t o  agree  t h a t  t h e  even ts  d e s c r ib ed  in  the  
case could have a p p a r e n t l y  happened in t h e  manner i n d i c a t e d ,  a l though 
they might  d i f f e r  in  t h e  d e t a i l s  of  t h e i r  e x p la n a t i o n  f o r  i n d iv i d u a l  
events .  Thus,  f o r  example,  a s u b j e c t  could have accep ted  th e  e x i s t e n c e  
of  ESP, but  r e j e c t e d  as im poss ib le  t h e  " m a t e r i a l i z a t i o n "  o f  s p i r i t s  d e s ­
cr ibed  in  t h e  ca se .  In such a manner,  v a r i a t i o n s  in  b e l i e f  systems
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touched upon dur in g  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  may have been viewed more as  minor  
d i f f e r e n c e s  o f  op in io n  than i n d i c a t i o n s  o f  "kookiness"  o r  s c i e n t i f i c  
m a te r i a l i s m .  The c h a l l e n g e  of  d i s c u s s i n g  t h e  new c ase  may have thus  
i n a d v e r t a n t l y  had th e  e f f e c t  o f  n u l l i f y i n g  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  behav io ra l  
outcomes a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  m an ipu la t ion  in 
Study 1.
The fo re g o in g  p o s s i b i l i t y  i s  c l e a r l y  on ly  one o f  s e v e r a l  p o t e n t i a l  
ways o f  e x p la i n in g  t h e  i n c o n s i s t e n c y  o f  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  main 
e f f e c t  a c ro s s  t h e  two s t u d i e s  under  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  in  t h i s  d i s s e r t a t i o n .  
The e f f e c t s  observed in  Study 1 do however seem to  s u p p o r t  t h e  va lue  o f  
f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  with t h i s  m a n i p u la t i o n ,  s i n c e  i t  can be used t o  c l a r i f y  
v a r i a t i o n s  in  t h e  m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l i t y  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  in  a l a b o r a t o r y  
s e t t i n g ,  and i t  appears  r e l a t e d  t o  a widespread s i t u a t i o n a l  pa ramete r  
i n f lu e n c in g  s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  in  a v a r i e t y  o f  c o n t e x t s .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  
t h a t  t h e  phenomenon o f  s e l f  d i s c l o s u r e  may prov ide  a m ed ia t iona l  e x p la n ­
a t ion  f o r  some of  the  e f f e c t s  in  t h i s  a re a .
Sugges t ions  f o r  Fu tu re  Research
The p r e s e n t  methodo logica l  s tudy  i s  seen as one s t e p  in  a group 
e f f o r t  o f  paradigm b u i l d i n g .  I t  seems t h a t  t h e  f r a c t i o n a t e d  e f f o r t s  o f  
r e s e a rc h e r s  in  t h e  a r e a  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  can be drawn t o ­
ge th e r  wi th  two kinds of  r e s e a r c h  r e s u l t s .  F i r s t ,  t h e r e  must be some 
s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  dependent  measures  employed in  s t u d i e s  on a t t r a c ­
t i o n .  U n i l a t e r a l  a t t e m p t s  in  t h i s  d i r e c t i o n  o f  t h e  type  made by Byrne 
(.1969, 1971a, b) and G r i f f i t t  and Byrne (1970) run c o u n te r  t o  t r a d i t i o n a l  
avenues of  s c i e n t i f i c  c o l l a b o r a t i o n  because  o f  an a u t h o r i t a r i a n  one­
s idedness  in  approach.  Byrne 's  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment Sca le  p rov ides  a
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qu ick ,  convenient  measure of  something ,  which c a r r i e s  wi th  i t  t h e  a c a ­
demic r e s p e c t  o f  being p re s e n ted  in  t h e  p r o f e s s io n a l  l i t e r a t u r e  by one 
o f  s o c i a l  p sycho logy 's  well  known and p r o l i f i c  r e s e a r c h e r s .  As d e s c r ib e d  
a t  the  o u t s e t ,  t h i s  measure has r ec e iv e d  widespread use by s o c i a l  psych­
o lo g ic a l  r e s e a r c h e r s .  U n f o r tu n a t e l y ,  t h e  a r b i t r a r y  summing o f  t h e s e  
ap p a re n t ly  p o t e n t i a l l y  independent  s c a l e s  can lead  t o  a l o s s  o f  impor tan t  
re s e a rc h  in fo rm a t ion  ( e . g . ,  d i f f e r e n t i a l  r e s u l t s  were ob ta in e d  in  the  
c u r r e n t  r e s e a rc h  when e f f e c t s  were analyzed  in  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  "summed 
IJS" format  as opposed to  t h e  s e p a r a t e  c o n s id e r a t i o n  o f  t h e  component 
s c a l e s  o r  t h e  a n a ly s i s  of  va r io u s  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e f i n e d  s c a l e s ) .
In l i n e  with t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  development  o f  p a rad igm a t ic  p rocedures  in  
s c ience  (Kuhn, 1970) ,  i t  seems t h a t  t h e  s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  o f  a t t r a c t i o n  
measures would be more p r o f i t a b l y  achieved through  a group e f f o r t  based 
upon the  experimental  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  t h e  v a r io u s  s c a l e s  of  
measurement o f f e r e d  f o r  use in  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e .  Thus, i t  i s  no t  c laimed 
t h a t  t h e  p r e s e n t l y  d e f in e d  s c a l e s  prov ide  t h e  f i n a l  answer t o  t h e  meas­
urement problems in the  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  R a th e r ,  t h e  p r e s e n t  
sc a l e s  a r e  o f f e r e d  f o r  f u r t h e r  experimental  a n a ly s i s  and comparison 
to  t h e  o t h e r  widely  used measures of  a t t r a c t i o n .  Only f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h  
on a v a r i e t y  o f  s i t u a t i o n s  and s u b j e c t  p o p u la t io n s  can v e r i f y  t h e  u t i l i t y  
of  any s e t  of  p o t e n t i a l  psychometr i c  i n s t r u m e n ts .
The c o n t i n u a t i o n  o f  r e s e a r c h  aimed a t  t h e  development of  s t a n d a r d ­
ized a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e s  seems c a l l e d  f o r .  In a d d i t i o n  t o  t h i s ,  t h e r e  i s  
a tremendous need f o r  r e s e a r c h  des igned to  o u t l i n e  t h e  p a ra m e t r i c  p e r ­
so na l ,  s o c i a l ,  and s i t u a t i o n a l  i n f l u e n c e s  on v a r i a t i o n  in  a t t r a c t i o n  
t h a t  a re  commonly encountered  ( a t  l e a s t  in contemporary American c u l t u r e ) .  
I t  seems t h a t  s e v e r a l  b a s i c  i s s u e s  a re  in  need of  e x p l a n a t i o n ;  those  
i d e n t i f i e d  in t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a rc h  s h a l l  be b r i e f l y  d e s c r i b e d .
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F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y  i s  c l e a r l y  an im­
p o r t a n t  paramete r  c o n t r o l l i n g  v a r i a t i o n  in a t t r a c t i o n .  However, i t s  
i n f lu e n c e s  may n o t  always be of  t h e  "main e f f e c t "  t y p e .  Thus ,  f u r t h e r  
r e sea rch  should emphasize t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n  
e f f e c t s  between a t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y  and o t h e r  p a ra m e t r ic  
in f lu e n c e s  on a t t r a c t i o n .
This l a t t e r  i s s u e ,  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  " o th e r  pa ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  
on a t t r a c t i o n , "  appears  t o  l i e  a t  t h e  r o o t  o f  t h e  problems in  t h e  a t t r a c ­
t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .  There a r e ,  u n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  few such pa ram ete rs  s u f f i ­
c i e n t l y  d e f ine d  o r  unders tood  in  the  c u r r e n t  l i t e r a t u r e .  Severa l  con­
tende r s  in c lu d e  t im e ,  s e l f  d i s c l o s u r e ,  p r o p in q u i ty ,  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e ­
ness ,  s i m i l a r i t y  and compl im en ta r i ty  in  a t t i t u d e s ,  b e l i e f s ,  and v a l u e s ,  
and r e in fo rc e m e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among a c t o r s .  The p r e s e n t  r e s e a rc h  
po in t s  t o  t h e  importance o f  d e f i n i n g  t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  under  which phys ic a l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  i s  a meaningful  dimension a f f e c t i n g  v a r i a t i o n  in  a t t r a c ­
t i o n .  S i m i l a r l y ,  sex r e l a t e d  i s s u e s  have he re  been shown t o  be o f  po­
t e n t i a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  importance t o  an unde rs t and ing  o f  a t t r a c t i o n ;  e i t h e r  
in terms of  sex d i f f e r e n c e s  in  t h e  n a tu r e  and f u n c t i o n  of  components of  
a t t r a c t i o n ,  or  in  s i t u a t i o n a l  e f f e c t s  r eg a rd in g  r equ i rem en ts  f o r  i n t e r ­
ac t ion  between members o f  t h e  same or  o p p o s i t e  s e xes .  Other  p o t e n t i a l l y  
importan t  p a ra m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  inc lu d e  th e  t a s k / s o c i o - e m o t i o n a l  i n t e r ­
ac t ion  o r i e n t a t i o n  dimension u t i l i z e d  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .
F i n a l l y ,  as  i n d i c a t e d  in  t h e  r e c e n t  review by Huston and Levinger  
(1978) ,  i t  seems t h a t  a more s y s t e m a t i c  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  n a t u r e ,  a n te c e d ­
e n t s ,  and consequences o f  a t t r a c t i o n  in  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among i n d i v i d u a l s  
o the r  than  c o l l e g e  sophmores i s  in  o r d e r .  While such r e s e a r c h  may be 
l e s s  conven ien t  t o  conduc t ,  i t s  p o t e n t i a l  s c i e n t i f i c  c o n t r i b u t i o n  i s
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much g r e a t e r  than  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  s tudy  a f t e r  s tudy  conducted on 
c o l l e g e  s t u d e n t s  in  ways designed  t o  ach ieve  " s i g n i f i c a n t "  d i f f e r e n c e s .  
As demons tra ted  in  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h ,  such s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  
may account  f o r  on ly  t r i v i a l  p r o p o r t i o n s  o f  t h e  v a r i a n c e  invo lved  in 
any given  s tudy .
The s tudy  o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  has a long way t o  go be fo re  
i t  can even begin t o  compare t o  t h e  pa ra d ig m a t ic  "normal s c ie n c e "  (Kuhn, 
1970) p u r s u i t s  o f  t h e  contemporary "hard" s c i e n c e s .  But i t  seems t h a t  
i f  a t t e n t i o n  were tu rne d  towards i s s u e s  o f  r e l i a b i l i t y  and v a l i d i t y  in 
measurement,  a long  wi th  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  o f  p a r a m e t r i c  i n f l u e n c e s  on 
v a r i a t i o n  in  a t t r a c t i o n ,  such "normal" s c i e n t i f i c  r e s e a r c h  migh t  be 
sooner  in  coming.
SUMMARY
I n te r p e r s o n a l  a t t r a c t i o n  has been a popu la r  t o p i c  f o r  s o c i a l  psych­
o lo g ic a l  r e s e a r c h  in  r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  a l though  i n t e r e s t  in  t h e  a r e a  c u r r e n t l y  
seems t o  be waning. Research on a t t r a c t i o n  tends  t o  r e f l e c t  f r a c t i o n a t e d  
e f f o r t s  which do not  cohere  i n t o  a cumula t ive  s c i e n t i f i c  r e s e a r c h  e n t e r ­
p r i s e .  A s e r i e s  of  u n t e s t e d ,  i m p l i c i t  psychometr ic  assumptions  seem 
r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e s e  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  While a t t r a c t i o n  i s  assumed t o  be a 
mult id imens iona l  c o n s t r u c t  a t  t h e  concep tua l  l e v e l ,  i t s  o p e r a t i o n a l  
measurement does no t  r e f l e c t  such q u a l i t i e s  (a problem l a b e l l e d  the  
" o p e r a t i o n a l - c o n c e p t u a l  r i f t "  by th e  a u t h o r ) .
The p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h  addressed  a s e r i e s  o f  i n t e r r e l a t e d ,  un reso lved  
i s sue s  in  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e ,  i n c l u d in g :  (a)  t h e  number and na­
tu r e  of  components o f  t h e  presumably m ult id im ens iona l  a t t r a c t i o n  r esponse ;  
(b) t h e  development o f  ve rba l  s e l f  r e p o r t  s c a l e s —d e r iv e d  from wide ly  
employed a t t r a c t i o n  m e a s u r e s - - t o  a s s e s s  t h e s e  components;  and (c)  t h e  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  t h e s e  components t o  s e l e c t e d  pe rsona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  
pa rameters .  Based upon p rev ious  r e s e a r c h ,  a t h r e e f o l d  m u l t id im e ns ion ­
a l i t y  in  " g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n "  was e x p e c t e d ,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  
l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  and p h ys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  components.  "Love" was 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  as  a r e l a t e d  bu t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  c l a s s  o f  phen­
omena, beyond t h e  range  o f  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h .  Assumptions o f  com­
p a r a b i l i t y  among ve rba l  s e l f  r e p o r t  measures  o f  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  were 
i n v e s t i g a t e d ,  a long  wi th  psychometr ic  i s s u e s  r e g a r d in g  t h e  combinat ion 
of  s u b s c a l e  s c o re s  i n t o  composi te  i n d i c e s  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  The c o n s t r u c t  
v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  w ide ly  used a t t r a c t i o n  measures  was thus  under  s c r u t i n t y
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here.  Both s t a t i s t i c a l  and nomological v a l i d a t i o n  procedures  were em­
ployed.
From th e  nomological p e r s p e c t i v e ,  t h r e e  pe rsona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l ,  
v a r i a b l e s —expected on l o g i c a l ,  t h e o r e t i c a l ,  and e m p i r ica l  grounds t o  
have d i f f e r e n t i a l  e f f e c t s  on t h e  t h r e e  proposed components o f  s o c i a l  
a t t r a c t i o n —were i n v e s t i g a t e d .  In Study 1, a s e r i e s  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t  
e f f e c t s  was found in  t h i s  r eg a r d .  A t t i t u d e  s i m i l a r i t y / d i s s i m i l a r i t y  
appeared t o  d i f f e r e n t i a l l y  a f f e c t  r e s p e c t ,  bu t  no t  l i k i n g ,  in  t h e  a t ­
t i t u d e  domain o f  b e l i e f  in paranormal  phenomena. Task ve r su s  s o c io -  
emotional  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  a l s o  led  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  
responses ,  s t r o n g l y  a f f e c t i n g  both l i k i n g  and r e s p e c t ,  as well  as t h e  
amount o f  pe rc e ive d  i n t e r a c t i o n  between s u b j e c t s .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  sex o f  
the  s u b j e c t s  (same o r  o p p o s i t e  sex dyad) i n f l u e n c e d  l i k i n g ,  and i n t e r ­
acted s t a t i s t i c a l l y  wi th  t h e  t a s k / s o c i o - e m o t i o n a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  o r i e n t a t i o n  
v a r i a b l e  in  t h e  case  o f  t h e  phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  component of  s o c i a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  (such t h a t  o p p o s i t e  sex p a r t n e r s  were seen as more p h y s i c a l l y  
a t t r a c t i v e  in  t h e  s oc io -em ot iona l  c o n d i t i o n  o n l y ) .  This  p a t t e r n  o f  
r e s u l t s  suppor ted t h e  m ult id imens iona l  c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  s o c i a l  
a t t r a c t i o n  p roposed ,  and l a i d  t h e  groundwork f o r  f u r t h e r  r e s e a r c h .
For s t a t i s t i c a l  r e a s o n s ,  t h e  dyad d a t a  o f  Study 2 were analyzed as 
two s e p a r a t e  samples .  Problems in  t h e  d e r i v a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  samples com­
p l i c a t e d  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h e  observed persona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  
in f lue nce s  on a t t r a c t i o n .  However, p o t e n t i a l l y  im por tan t  p a ra m e t r ic  
i n f lu e n ce s  on a t t r a c t i o n  were suggested from t h e s e  r e s u l t s .  Sex d i f f e r ­
ences in  t h e  r e l a t i v e  importance o f  t h e  components o f  a t t r a c t i o n  were 
observed ,  as were s i t u a t i o n a l  i n f l u e n c e s  o f  same o r  o p p o s i t e  sex i n t e r ­
a c t ion  requ i rem ents  between s u b j e c t s .
A more a p p r o p r i a t e  and r e f i n e d  f a c t o r  a n a l y t i c  procedure  was em­
ployed t o  a s s e s s  t h e  unde r ly ing  p sycho log ica l  components o f  " g e n e r a l i z e d  
soc ia l  a t t r a c t i o n , "  as measured by t h e  p o p u la r ly  employed dependent  v a r ­
i a b l e  s c a l e s  found in  t h e  s o c i a l  p sycho log ica l  r e s e a r c h  l i t e r a t u r e .  In 
l i n e  wi th  t h r e e  p rev ious  s t u d i e s ,  t h i s  methodology i d e n t i f i e d  l i k i n g ,  
r e s p e c t ,  and phys ica l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  components among th e  w ide ly  used 
L ik e r t  type  measures  o f  a t t r a c t i o n .  A s e r i e s  o f  s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e  compo­
nents  was a l s o  t e n t a t i v e l y  i d e n t i f i e d ,  i n c lu d in g  r e j e c t i o n ,  s o c i a l  ac ­
cep tance ,  and in t im acy  f a c t o r s .  S l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s  were ob ta ined  
from th e  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  most popu lar  semant ic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
measures of  a t t r a c t i o n .  Those r e s u l t s  sugges ted  t h e  s u b d iv i s io n  o f  the  
L ik e r t  l i k i n g  and p h ys ic a l  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  dimensions i n t o  p a i r e d  c a t e ­
go r ie s  o f  l i k a b i l i t y  and easygoing s o c i a b i l i t y ,  and inborn phys ica l  
beauty as well  as l ea rn ed  grooming a t t r a c t i v e n e s s ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The 
L ik e r t  r e s p e c t  dimension was p a r a l l e l e d  by a competence dimension among 
the semantic  d i f f e r e n t i a l  i t em s .  Thus,  concep tua l  and em p i r i c a l  m u l t i ­
d im e n s io n a l i t y  in  g e n e r a l i z e d  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n  was s u b s t a n t i a t e d .  A 
p re l im inary  s e t  o f  s c a l e s  were o f f e r e d  f o r  t h e  measurement o f  f o u r  gen­
era l  components o f  s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n :  l i k i n g ,  r e s p e c t ,  phys ica l  a t t r a c ­
t i v e n e s s ,  and s o c i a l  d i s t a n c e .  F u r th e r  cumula t ive  r e s e a r c h  in  a v a r i e t y  
of pe rsona l  and s i t u a t i o n a l  c o n te x t s  i s  ne c es sa ry  t o  v e r i f y  t h e  appro ­
p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h i s  concep tua l  s t r u c t u r e .
Comparison o f  v a r io u s  methods of  a t t r a c t i o n  s c o re  d e r i v a t i o n  i n d i ­
cated th e  s u p e r i o r i t y  o f  s imple  s i n g l e  s c a l e  an a ly s e s  over  t h e  wide ly 
used l o g i c a l l y  de f ine d  a r i t h m e t i c  summation p rocedures  (which c h a r a c t e r ­
i z e ,  f o r  example,  t h e  ex tr emely  popu lar  " I n t e r p e r s o n a l  Judgment S c a l e " ) .  
D i f fe rences  in  ob ta in e d  f a c t o r  w e igh t ings  f o r  i d e n t i c a l  dependent  measures
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c o l l e c t e d  from s e p a r a t e  d a t a  samples appeared t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  such an 
a r i t h m e t i c  summatory p rocedure  could be f r u i t f u l  in  t h e  case  o f  f a c t o r  
a n a l y t i c a l l y  d e r ive d  s c a l e s .  Because o f  t h i s  l a r g e  sample v a r i a t i o n  in  
f a c t o r  w e ig h t in g s ,  an o r i g i n a l  goal  of  t h e  p r e s e n t  r e s e a r c h - - t o  develop  
a weighted s c a l e  f o r  t h e  measurement o f  s e l e c t e d  components o f  g e n e r a l ­
ized s o c i a l  a t t r a c t i o n - - w a s  abandoned. I t  now seems t h a t  t h e  de ve lop ­
ment o f  weighted a t t r a c t i o n  s c a l e s  w i l l  depend upon t h e  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  
of  pa ra m e t r i c  p e r s o n a l ,  s o c i a l ,  and s i t u a t i o n a l  i n f l u e n c e s  on t h e  phen­
omenon, so t h a t  they  can be c o n t r o l l e d  d u r in g  t h e  measurement p ro ce s s .  
F ur the r  r e s e a r c h  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  deve lop and f i n a l i z e  measurement s t r a t ­
eg ie s  in  t h e  a t t r a c t i o n  l i t e r a t u r e .
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E x p e r i m e n t  # 2 6  P a r a n o r m a l  D i s c u s s i o n  E x p e r i m e n t
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS TO ALL PARTICIPANTS
Paranormal phenomena a re  e ve n ts  o r  occu r rences  t h a t  appear  t o  be beyond 
the  bounds o f  our  c u r r e n t  c a p a b i l i t i e s  f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  e x p la n a t i o n .  D i f ­
f e r e n t  people  b e l i e v e  in  such phenomena t o  d i f f e r e n t  de g re e s .  There i s  
no general  agreement among everyone in  our  s o c i e t y  r eg a r d in g  t h e  t r u t h  or  
f a l s i t y  of  r e p o r t e d  paranormal  e v e n t s ;  some peop le  b e l i e v e  in  them w h i le  
o the r s  do n o t .
In t h i s  expe r im en t ,  you w i l l  be asked to  complete t h e  Paranormal B e l i e f  
Inventory (PBI) ,  which i s  a measure o f  b e l i e f  i n  paranormal  phenomena.
Once everyone has completed th e  PBI, you w i l l  s c o re  your  own answers  a c ­
cording to  i n s t r u c t i o n s  which I w i l l  p ro v id e .  I t  i s  c r u c i a l l y  im por ta n t  
to  t h e  succes s  o f  t h i s  s tudy  t h a t  you f i l l  bu t  and s c o re  t h i s  i n ven to ry  
as h one s t ly  and c a r e f u l l y  as you c a n . I f  you d o n ' t  unders tand  someth ing,  
(or a r e n ' t  s u re  whe ther  o r  no t  you d o ) ,  ask t h e  expe r im en te r  (me) f o r  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n .
On th e  b a s i s  of  your  s c o re  on t h e  PBI, you w i l l  be a s s igned  a p a r t n e r  
with whom you w i l l  c a r r y  out  a s p e c i f i e d  d i s c u s s i o n  t a s k  in  ano the r  room 
of  t h e  l a b .  This  t a s k  w i l l  be based upon a case  (The Case o f  John and 
Mary), pu rpo r ted  t o  invo lve  paranormal  phenomena. You w i l l  r e c e i v e  the  
case along wi th  your  f u r t h e r  i n s t r u c t i o n s  s h o r t l y .
Af te r  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  both you and your  p a r t n e r  w i l l  be asked t o  f i l l  
out  a "Response Booklet"  c o n ta i n in g  a s e r i e s  o f  i tems ask in g  about  your  
pe rcep t ions  o f  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  and o f  each o t h e r .  P l ease  respond to  a l l  
of  t h e s e  i tems as c a r e f u l l y  and h o n e s t l y  as  you can.
Please r e s t  a s su red  t h a t  a l l  o f  your  responses  a r e  s t r i c t l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l . 
The d a ta  w i l l  be r ecorded  and ana lyzed  acco rd in g  t o  a numerical  system 
t h a t  w i l l  p r e s e r v e  your  anonymity.  I am r e q u e s t i n g  your  names on t h e  d a ta  
shee ts  f o r  two r e a s o n s :  (1) as an i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  you d id  indeed p a r t i c ­
i p a t e  in  t h i s  experiment  f o r  two hours of  Psyc 401 l a b o r a t o r y  c r e d i t ,  and 
(2) so t h a t  I might  be a b le  t o  c o n t a c t  you in  t h e  f u t u r e  r e g a r d in g  my 
r esea rch .
One f i n a l  comment. You have undoubted ly read  about  "expe rim enta l  c o n t r o l "  
in your  t ex tb o o k .  This  i s  a ve ry  im por ta n t  p a r t  o f  a p syc ho log ic a l  e x p e r ­
iment. I t  i s  t h e  component o f  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method in  psychology t h a t  
ensures  t h e  c o m p a r a b i l i t y  and r e p e a t a b i l i t y  of  r e s e a rc h  r e s u l t s .  Since 
t h i s  experiment  d e a l s  wi th  human s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( i . e . ,  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  
between you and your  p a r t n e r ) ,  i t  i s  im por tan t  t h a t  " o th e r  v a r i a b l e s "  
which might  i n f l u e n c e  your  responses  be he ld  c o n s t a n t .  T hus , i t  i s  ve ry  
impor tan t  t h a t  you do not  t a l k  du r in g  t h i s  expe r im en t ,  excep t  wi th  your  
p a r tne r  dur ing  th e  group i n t e r a c t i o n  p e r i o d . You may, o f  c o u r s e ,  ask me 
ques t ions  a t  any t im e .  But p l e a s e  remember t h a t ,  f o r  t h e  sake of  e x p e r ­
imental c o n t r o l ,  i t  i s  im por ta n t  t h a t  your  q u e s t i o n s  o r  comments no t  i n ­
f luence  how o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  t h e  experiment  respond .  T h e r e f o r e ,  I 
will  answer your  q u e s t i o n s  i n d i v i d u a l l y .
Thanks f o r  your  he lp  through  your  c a r e f u l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h i s  s tudy .
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THE CASE OF JOHN AND MARY
John Cavendish and Mary Higgins  were both s e n i o r s  a t  t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  
of Colorado a t  t h e  t ime o f  t h e s e  e v e n t s ,  in  March o f  1975. They had been 
going t o g e t h e r  f o r  a y e a r  and a h a l f ,  and had r e c e n t l y  dec ided  t o  g e t  
mar r ied.  John had been accep ted  i n t o  t h e  Dartmouth Medical Schoo l ,  and 
was eager  t o  pursue  h i s  p r o f e s s i o n a l  t r a i n i n g  towards h i s  c a r e e r  goal  of  
becoming a p s y c h i a t r i s t .  Mary looked forward t o  t h e  p r o s p e c t  o f  moving
back t o  New England, s i n c e  her  f am i ly  l i v e d  in  M a ssa c huse t t s .
During s p r i n g  break  John and Mary r e t u r n e d  t o  New England t o  s u r p r i s e  
t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  and s h a re  t h e  good news about  t h e i r  engagement.  They 
spent  a d e l i g h t f u l  weekend wi th  Mary 's  p a re n t s  in  Cambridge,  and were 
eager t o  con t inue  t h e i r  f e s t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  wi th  a v i s i t  t o  J o h n ' s  f am i ly  
up in Northwick, Vermont.
Mary was a v i v a c i o u s ,  happy e n e r g e t i c  pe rson  who bubbled ou t  good 
f e e l i n g s  t o  everyone around h e r .  Her exhuberan t  p e r s o n a l i t y  was in  s t a r k
c o n t r a s t  t o  J o h n ' s  shy ,  a lmos t  withdrawn i n t r o v e r s i o n .  In s p i t e  o f  h i s
shyness ,  John was an i n t e l l e c t u a l  w iza rd .  He could read  and comprehend 
a whole book in  one n i g h t ,  and h i s  academic c r e d e n t i a l s  were so good 
( s t a r t i n g  wi th  a 4 . 0  cum) t h a t  he was a b le  t o  make h i s  own s e l e c t i o n  from
among t h e  f o u r  medical  s c hoo ls  t h a t  he had a p p l i e d  t o —a l l  o f  which
accepted him.
John had chosen Dartmouth s in c e  i t  was c l o s e r  t o  "home." As he
drove up th e  i n t e r s t a t e  i n  Vermont , he daydreamed about  Mary 's  f a m i l y ___
they were a l l  so open,  f r i e n d l y ,  and l o v i n g  what a s u p p o r t i v e  atmos­
phere t h a t  must have been t o  grow up in!  When he thought  abou t  h i s  own 
ch i ldhood,  he j u s t  b i t  h i s  l i p  and s o r t  of  f l o a t e d  o f f  i n t o  a t r a n c e .....
"You're  doing i t  a g a in ,  Johnny!"  quipped Mary as she t i c k l e d  him in
the  r i b s .  "How can you be so s u l l e n  when w e ' r e  having such a g r e a t  t ime?"
"I 'm  s o r r y ,  Mar" mumbled John.  " I t  has been f a n t a s t i c .  Your p a re n t s  
are r e a l l y  n i c e ,  and I l i k e  your  b r o t h e r  and s i s t e r ,  t o o .  And gosh,  a l l  
your r e l a t i v e s —they  t r e a t  me l i k e  t h e y ' v e  known me f o r  y e a r s .  I t  r e a l l y  
i s  n i c e  "
"So w h a t ' s  been b o th e r in g  you t h i s  morning,  S c o o t s ,  o r  a r e  you j u s t  
'THINKING' (Mary p l a y f u l l y  lowers  he r  v o i c e )  again?"
"No. I t s  no th in g  l i k e  t h a t .  I guess I j u s t  envy you ,  having such a
g rea t  f am i ly  l i k e  t h a t .  And I guess  I hope my Aunt and Uncle w i l l  be as 
happy about  our  engagement as  your  p a re n t s  w e re  "
"Oh s u re  they  w i l l ,  Johnny.  They c a n ' t  be a l l  t h a t  wierd as  you 
make them ou t  t o  be" s a id  Mary.
"Well now, t h e y ' r e  no t  r e a l l y  w i e r d j mind you!"  snapped John.  "I
mean, a f t e r  a l l ,  we a l l  have our  own l i t t l e  i d i o s y n c r a s i e s .  H e l l —your
parent s  must have some s k e l e t o n s  hidden away in  t h e i r  c l o s e t s  somewhere, 
too.  I ' l l  b e tc h a !"
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"Now simmer down, John.  Don ' t  g e t  a l l  worked up a g a i n - - o r  y o u ' l l  
be back on Val ium. I d i d n ' t  mean t h a t  your  f o l k s  were w ie rd .  I t s  j u s t  
t h a t - "
"And t h e y ’r e  not  my ' f o l k s ' ! "  John i n t e r r u p t s .  "They ' re  my l ega l  
g u a r d i a n s . You know t h a t  my p a r e n t s  d ied  in  an a c c i d e n t  when I was fo u r  
yea rs  o l d . "
"OK John ,  OK. I 'm s o r r y .  Now l e t s  j u s t  t r y  t o  t a k e  i t  easy  and 
enjoy o u r s e l v e s .  This  i s  our. hoi iday - -you  and me--we‘r e  g e t t i n g  m arr ied  
in June—remember?"
"I 'm s o r r y ,  Mar." (John pauses and t a k e s  a s low,  deep b r e a t h ) .
" I t s  j u s t  t h a t  sometimes I d o n ' t  unders tand  a l l  t h e s e  t h i n g s ..."
"Oh Johnny,  I love  you" Marry snuggles  up c lo s e  and they  d r iv e  on
in a p l e a s a n t l y  sha red  s i l e n c e .
They a r r i v e d  a t  t h e  m a g n i f i c e n t  o ld  V i c to r i a n  house a t  around 1:30.  
John was s u r p r i s e d  t o  s ee  l o t s  o f  b r i g h t  red "day glow" s ig n s  tacked  to
the  t r e e s  p roc la im ing  " T r e s s p a s s e r s  w i l l  be s h o t ! " .
"Must be t h e  snowmobilers" John m u t te r e d  as  he p u l l e d  up in  f r o n t  
of  t h e  s t a t e l y  mansion.
"Sounds l i k e  your  unc le  has a r e a l  sense  o f  humor" quipped Mary.
"Yeah s o r t  o f"  r e p l i e d  John.  " L e t ' s  see  i f  Aunt Mineara i s
home. Uncle Tom i s  p robab ly  s t i l l  over  a t  t h e  s c h o o l . "
T h e i r  r e p e a t e d  knocks a t  t h e  old wooden door  brought  no r e p l y .
" T h a t ' s  funny" s a i d  John.  " D i d n ' t  you smell smoke from th e  f i r e ­
p lace when we go t  ou t  of  t h e  c a r?  I know I saw smoke coming o u t  o f  t h e  
e a s t  chimney! Aunt Mineara always does keep a f i r e . . . s o  she must be 
home. But why d o e s n ' t  she come to  t h e  door?"
Suddenly an i cy  c h i l l  ran up Mary 's  s p in e .  Someone was s t a n d in g  
r i g h t  behind h e r —she could  hea r  h i s  heavy,  l abo red  b r e a t h i n g —and she 
knew t h a t  he was going t o  h u r t  h e r .  "Oh no!"  she tho u g h t .  Cold p e r s p i r ­
a t ion  was heavy on her  fo rehead  and palms—and t e a r s  were runn ing down 
her cheeks.
"Momma!" c r i e d  Mary as  she broke down sobbing .
"Mary! What 's  wrong? What 's t h e  m a t t e r ?  Mary...........Mary!!"
Mary had f a i n t e d .  John took he r  t o  t h e  c a r  and l a i d  he r  down on th e
back s e a t .  She soon came t o ,  but  seemed a lmos t  d e l e r i o u s .........
"Oh John ,  oh my God, i t  was h o r r i b l e !  (sobbing)  Oh John ,  hold m e . . . "
"Mary—w h a t ' s  t h e  m a t t e r ?  Are you s i c k ? "
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" D i d n ' t  you hear  him?" she exc laimed.
"Hear who?"
"Him! T h a t ' s  who—my God— i t  was h o r r i b l e !  You mean to  t e l l  me 
you d i d n ' t  hear  him? You d i d n ' t  smell  him? My God, John—w h a t ' s  t h e  
m a t t e r  wi th  you?"
John c ra d l e d  Mary 's  head t o  h i s  c h e s t .
"Take i t  e a s y ,  Mary. That  was a long d r i v e .  I 'm  s o r r y  f o r  c a r r y in g  
on t h a t  way about  my Aunt and Uncle .  I t s  j u s t  t h a t  I h a v e n ' t  been home 
s inc e  my freshman y e a r ,  and I guess  I d i d n ' t  know what t o  e x p e c t .  You 
know—what wi th  my Uncle g e t t i n g  i n t o  t h a t  c razy  r e s e a r c h  and my Aunt 
having- a nervous breakdown___
" J u s t  a second now Can you j u s t  w a i t  he re  f o r  a minute? I ' l l
go t r y  my key ."
A few minutes  l a t e r  John r e t u r n e d .  " T h a t ' s  f unny ,"  he puzz led ,  "my 
key d o e s n ' t  work. Maybe they  changed t h e  l o c k s .  And you know, t h e r e  
i s n ' t  any smoke coming ou t  o f  t h e s e  chimneys.  All t h e  doors  a r e  l ocke d— 
and so a r e  t h e  windows. I t r i e d  t o  look in  but  t h e y ' v e  go t  some kind of  
drapes a l l  over  t h e  windows. I guess w e ' l l  j u s t  have t o  w a i t  u n t i l  l a t e r  
when my Uncle g e t s  back from t h e  s c h o o l . "
John and Mary s e t t l e d  down t o  w a i t .  As they  s a t  t o g e t h e r  in  s i l e n c e ,  
John mused over  t h e  s t r a n g e  o ld  house. How many t imes  had he—as a c h i l d -  
heard s t r a n g e  n o i se s  or  pe rc e ive d  s t r a n g e  even ts  in  t h a t  house. Like t h e  
time t h a t  h i s  A un t 's  f a v o r i t e  vase j u s t  s h a t t e r e d  whi le  s i t t i n g  up on th e  
mant le .  No one was in  t h e  room a t  t h e  t im e ,  bu t  of  course  he was blamed 
f o r  i t .  And then  t h e r e  was t h e  t ime t h a t  he was in  bed,  ve ry  l a t e  a t  
n i g h t ,  and he heard f o o t s t e p s  in  t h e  ha l lway.  They seemed t o  walk up th e  
ha l l  and s to p  r i g h t  in  f r o n t  o f  h i s  d o o r ,  bu t  when he opened t h e  d o o r ,  
t h e r e  was no one t h e r e .  John always f i g u r e d  t h a t  i t  was h i s  Uncle p lay ing  
jokes  on him. A f t e r  a l l ,  t h a t  Sa tanism s t u f f  t h a t  Uncle Tom was i n t o — 
t h a t  s t u f f  i s n ' t  r e a l l y  t r u e .  I t s  a l l  in  t h e  mind. The mind can p lay  
t r i c k s  on you ,  you know. H e l l ,  Thomas Cavendish i s  a t enu re d  P r o f e s s o r  
of C l a s s i c s  a t  Wil l iam E l l i o t  Co l lege!  He’s a s e r i o u s  s c h o l a r .  He's  
j u s t  i n t o  t h a t  s t u f f  from t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  s t a n d p o i n t .
But John f e l t  uneasy. Mary had f a l l e n  a s l e e p ,  and t h e  o ld  house 
looked s t r a n g e l y  fo rebod ing  as t h e  sun s e t  behind them.
"Mar--" John shook Mary 's  s h o u ld e r  g e n t l y .  "You t h in k  maybe we ought  
to  go back t o  town and s t a y  over  a t  t h e  Inn? Maybe t h e y ' r e  no t  coming 
home t o n i g h t .  I knew I s h o u ld 'v e  w r i t t e n  f i r s t . "
"Well ,  i f  your  f am i ly  had a phone l i k e  normal people  d o . . . "  snapped 
Mary as she rubbed he r  eyes .
" I 'm  s o r r y ,  Mary. I t s  j u s t  t h a t  I wanted e v e ry th in g  t o  be j u s t  s o . . . "
John s topped in  m id -sen tence .  What was t h a t  sound he heard?
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Cree—e e - - e e —e e —e e - - e a k .........
"The door?" he though t .  And su re  enough, t h e  f r o n t  door  was s t a n d ­
ing open,  beckoning them wi th  i t s  da rk n e s s .
"Cmon,  Mar" s a id  John.  " L e t ' s  g e t  in  ou t  of  t h e  c o l d . "
"John ,  I 'm scared"  s a i d  Mary.
"Oh f o r  P e t e ' s  s a k e ,  Mary, what of?"
" I 'm  no t  s u r e  I  I ' v e  j u s t  go t  a f e e l i n g . "
"Oh, Mary, l e t ' s  g e t  in  t h e  house" demanded John i m p a t i e n t l y .
As they  walked through  t h e  oaken doorway i n t o  t h e  p i t c h  da rkness  
w i t h in ,  they  s h iv e r e d .
" I t s  c o ld e r  in  he re  than  i t  i s  ou t  t h e r e "  John shuddered.  J u s t  then
a vo ice  came ou t  of  t h e  da rkness  t o  t h e i r  l e f t —
"Well ,  i f  y o u ' r e  cold  my boy, come and warm y o u r s e l f  by t h e  f i r e ___
and d o n ' t  l e a v e  Mary t h e r e  b r in g  he r  in  so we can see he r .  Bring her
in . "
John was i n c r e d u lo u s .  "Uncle Tom!" he excla imed.  "Have you been 
here a l l  t h e  t ime?"
John c o u l d n ' t  b e l i e v e  h i s  eyes .  There was h i s  u n c l e ,  s t a n d i n g  in  
t he  l i b r a r y ,  wi th  a b e a u t i f u l  f i r e  r o a r i n g  in  t h e  f i r e p l a c e .
"John" gasped Mary, "This  house was d a r k —i t  was b lac k .  Where did 
t h a t  f i r e  come from? Who a re  th o se  men?"
"That  man i s  my Uncle Thomas. Uncle Tom—have you been h e re  a l l  
a f t e rnoon?  We a lmos t  f r o z e  ou t  in  t h e  c a r .  We h a v e n ' t  e a te n  a l l  day.
Why d i d n ' t  you l e t  us in?"
"Nonsense.  We j u s t  r e t u r n e d .  We've been away f o r  a w h i l e ,  h a v e n ' t  
we?" crooned Thomas wi th  an a la rming  a i r  o f  con f id e n ce .
"But I d i d n ' t  s ee  your  c a r ,  Unc le ."
"Oh, John ,  John,  John ,  my boy. What a s imple  mechan is t  you a re !
No s e l f  r e s p e c t i n g  s o r c e r e r  t r a v e l s  by au tomobil e .  D i d n ' t  you l e a r n  
t h a t  y e t ? "
"John,  who i s  t h a t  man?" Mary tugged a t  J o h n ' s  s h i r t .  Her f a c e  was 
ashen whi te .
"I  t o l d  you,  t h a t ' s  my u n c l e —oh, excuse me—Uncle Tom, t h i s  i s  
Mary. We're going to  be mar-"
"We know, John. T h a t ' s  why y o u ' r e  here"  i n t e r r u p t e d  Thomas.
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"Not him" c r i e d  Mary, "HIM! ! That o ld  man wi th  t h e  g l a r i n g  eyes.
Why i s  he s t a r i n g  a t  me l i k e  t h a t ? "
John gaped a t  Mary, then  looked back a t  h i s  u n c l e ,  who was sm i l ing  
c o n f id e n t ly .
" T h e re ' s  on ly  my unc le  t h e r e ,  Mary, w h a t ' s  wrong?"
"My God John—c a n ' t  you see him l e e r i n g  a t  me? Don ' t  you see  t h a t  
s i c k l y ,  h a t e f u l  g r i n ?  What in  God's name i s  going on in here?"
At t h a t  moment Mary saw something t h a t  made he r  stomach t u r n .  The
old man's eyes l i t  up even more and he l e e r e d  a t  he r  wi th  a g r e a t e r  i n ­
t e n s i t y - t h e n  t h e  man's  head tu rned  a round— s low ly—360°—on top  o f  h i s  
immobile body. And then he d i sappea red !
"Jesus  C h r i s t ! "  Mary sobbed in  d i s b e l i e f .  "This i s  i n s a n e ! "
J u s t  then  John n o t i c e d  h i s  aun t  l y in g  on he r  back on a t a b l e  draped 
in s c a r l e t  o f f  in  one c o rn e r  o f  t h e  room. There were s e v e r a l  l i t t l e  
brass  bowls pl aced  around he r  on th e  t a b l e ,  in  which some s o r t  o f  in cense  
or something was burning .
"Aunt Mineara"  John exc la im ed ,  as he rushed over  t o  h e r .
"John—d o n ' t  l eave  me a lone  in  t h i s  p lace"  c r i e d  Mary.
"Aunt M ineara  w h a t ' s  wrong? Uncle Thomas, i s  she s i c k ?  She
looks so p a l e . . . s o  g r e y  Is s h e  dead?"
Uncle Thomas on ly  smi led .  John s t a r e d  a t  him in d i s b e l i e f .  Then
Thomas s a i d ,  "No, John. I d i d n ' t  k i l l  h e r . "
"How did you know what I was t h in k i n g ? "  gasped John.
Suddenly t h e  old g r a n d f a t h e r  c lock  s t a n d in g  a c ro s s  t h e  room chimed
h a l f  p a s t  seven.  Mary was sobbing  i n c o n t r o l l a b l y ,  and Uncle Thomas was 
s t i l l  s m i l ing .
"Neptune has c ro s sed  over  i n t o  Scorp io"  announced Thomas. "The t ime 
has come."
"Uncle Thomas!" shouted John ,  "What t h e  h e l l  i s  t h e  m a t t e r  wi th  you? 
Your wi fe  i s  s e r i o u s l y  i l l —perhaps dead—and a l l  you can do i s  spou t  
a s t ro logy?"  John rushed towards h i s  u n c l e ,  and went t o  shake some sense  
i n to  him.......... bu t  h i s  hands passed r i g h t  through h i s  u n c l e ' s  body!
"Things have changed s in c e  you went away, John.  Things have changed 
with Mineara,  t oo .  Look!"
John tu rne d  around to  look back a t  h i s  a u n t —and was dumbfounded. 
Mineara was s lowly  r i s i n g  up i n t o  t h e  a i r .  Her body was s t i f f  and f l a t ,  
and must have been f l o a t i n g  a t  l e a s t  10 inches  above th e  t a b l e  t o p .  Her 
head had tu rned  and her  eyes were now open. She h i s s e d  as  she g r inned  
a t  John. Her eyes were y e l lo w ,  and seemed t o  glow.
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"My d ea r  God" s a id  John.
"He i s  no th in g  o f  t h i s ! "  bellowed Thomas. "Look about  you boy!
Does He prov id e  m i r a c l e s  such as t h i s ? "  Thomas c ro s se d  h i s  arms over  
his  c he s t  and then motioned wi th  them through th e  a i r .
Suddenly t h e  room was f u l l  o f  music ,  and l i t t l e  blue  b a l l s  of  l i g h t  
danced about  t h e  f u r n i t u r e .  A cold  wind f i l l e d  t h e  room, and t h e  drapes
began to  b i l l o w  and f l u t t e r  wi th  t h e  b ree z e .  Books f e l l  from t h e  s h e l v e s ,
and the  music go t  louder  and l o u d e r ,  whi le  Thomas j u s t  laughed and laughed 
John f e l t  something tugg ing  a t  h i s  p a n t s .  He looked down and saw about  a
dozen t i n y  f i g u r e s .  There were some s o r t  o f  l i t t l e  men—they  c o u l d n ' t
have been more than 18 or  24 inches  t a l l —p u l l i n g  a t  h i s  l e g s .  I t  was 
l i k e  a n igh tm are .  They were green  and ug ly —naked l i t t l e  b a s t a r d s  wi th  
long,  po in ted  t a i l s  and gleaming ye l low  eyes.
"Let go o f  me—my God— l e t  me go!" c r i e d  John as he s t r u g g l e d  to
push th e  l i t t l e  c r e a t u r e s  away. Then he f e l t  a sha rp  twinge o f  p a i n —
and then a n o t h e r ,  and a n o th e r .  They were s t a r t i n g  t o  b i t e  a t  him.
"My God, my God he lp  me!" John screamed as he watched th e  blood
t r i c k l i n g  from h i s  hands and w r i s t s .  Slowly t h e  de termined l i t t l e  c r e a ­
t u re s  p u l l e d  him t o  t h e  f l o o r .  Three of  them crowded around h i s  head,
reaching f o r  h i s  eyes  wi th  t h e i r  s c a l y  claws.
J u s t  then t h e r e  was a b l i n d i n g  f l a s h  o f  l i g h t ,  and John f e l t  a sha rp  
pain on th e  r i g h t  s i d e  of  h i s  head. Suddenly,  he was look ing  down i n t o  
the  room from somewhere up nea r  t h e  c e i l i n g .  He could see  h i s  aun t  l y ing  
on th e  t a b l e —immobile. His unc le  was s t a r i n g  up a t  him and s m i l in g  
c o n f i d e n t l y .  Mary was down on he r  knees ,  wi th  he r  f a c e  in  he r  hands,  
sobbing.  And then  he saw h i s  body, l y in g  f a c e  up on t h e  f l o o r  beneath 
him, eyes s t a r i n g  b l a n k l y ,  mouth hanging open l im p ly ,  as  i f  in  a t r a n c e . . .
" T h a t ' s  very good, boy!" conceded Thomas. "Maybe you do have some 
of  your  f a t h e r ' s  blood in  you ,  a f t e r  a l l .  Now j u s t  s t a y  up t h e r e  f o r  a 
while  and keep ou t  o f  t h e  way!"
"Rise I sa do ra .  The t ime has come. We a re  r e - u n i t e d  a t  l a s t ! "
Thomas was s t a r i n g  i n t e n t l y  a t  Mary. Slowly she s tood  up and faced 
him. Her f a c e  was changed.  She d i d n ' t  look f r i g h t e n e d  o r  upse t  anymore, 
but she d id  look much o l d e r .  Her h a i r  appeared d a r k e r ,  a lmos t  b lac k .
"Yes. Lord Thomas. I have r e t u r n e d  t o  yo u ."  The words t h a t  came 
from Mary's l i p s  were a l i e n — th e  v o ice  was h u s k i e r ,  and she spoke with 
a s t r a n g e  f o r e i g n  a c c e n t .
"Thank you ,  John boy,  f o r  r e t u r n i n g  my I sadora  t o  me. She i s  not  
r e a l l y  your  Mary, you know. That was on ly  t h i s  i r r e l e v a n t  l i f e t i m e .
She was mine once.  Seven hundred y e a r s  ago we had a g l o r i o u s  l i f e  t o ­
ge the r .  But what do you know o f  such t h in g s ? "
Thomas waved h i s  arms and th e  room began t o  grow d a rk .  The f i r e  
f l i c k e r e d ,  and then  d i sa ppe a re d  w i thou t  a t r a c e  o f  smoke. John saw Thomas
embrace Mary, w hispering  " I t  has been so long ,  my d e a r  so l o n g ."
And th e  room go t  d a r k e r ,  and d a r k e r ,  and d a rk e r .
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DYAD DISCUSSION INSTRUCTIONS
The t a s k  t h a t  you and your  p a r t n e r  have i s  t o  a n a lyze  The Case o f  John 
and Mary and come up wi th  as many "normal" e x p la n a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  suppos­
ed ly "paranormal"  e v e n t s  r e p o r t e d  as you can.  That  i s ,  your  concern 
should be wi th  t h e  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  of  t h e  c a se .  You a re  t o  a s se s s  t h e  
probable  v a l i d i t y  or  f a l s i t y  o f  t h e  c la ims  invo lved  by d e c id in g  whether  
the  paranormal  e ven ts  r e p o r t e d  could p o s s i b l y  be e xp la ined  in  some o t h e r  
more normal t e rm s .  For example,  s ee ing  a ghos t  may be a h a l l u c i n a t i o n ,  
and ap p a re n t  ESP could be " j u s t  a c o in c i d e n c e , "  or  could be t h e  mutual 
reading o f  nonverbal  and s i t u a t i o n a l  cues .
Record th e  r e s u l t s  o f  your  group d i s c u s s i o n  on t h e  Task Ana ly s i s  Form 
which i s  a t t a c h e d .  Your p r o d u c t i v i t y  in  t h i s  r ega rd  w i l l  be compared 
to  t h a t  o f  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  t h i s  expe r im e n t ,  so p l e a s e  t r y  t o  
do your  b e s t .  Record your  a na ly se s  by b r i e f l y  i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  i n c i d e n t  
involved (and i t s  page number in  t h e  c a s e ) ,  and then  ve ry  b r i e f l y  sum­
marizing your  e x p l a n a t i o n .  You and your  p a r t n e r  w i l l  have 20 minutes  
to  work on t h i s  t a s k .
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TASK ANALYSIS FORM 
 Explana t ion
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below
Q u a l i t y  Rat ing
Continue on r e v e r s e  s i d e  i f  n e c es s a ry
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Names___________________________________________________ Group #
DYAD DISCUSSION INSTRUCTIONS
The t a s k  t h a t  you and you p a r t n e r  have i s  t o  s h a re  your  f e e l i n g s  about  
The Case of  John and Mary. That i s ,  you should ignore  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  
whether  what i s  r e p o r t e d  in  t h e  case  i s  " r e a l l y "  t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  and 
co n c e n t r a t e  r a t h e r  on your  own s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g s ,  o r  "gut  l e v e l  r e a c ­
t i o n s "  t o  t h e  s o r t s  o f  e ven ts  p o r t r a y ed  in  t h e  c a se .  How would you f e e l  
i f  you were in  e i t h e r  John or  Mary 's  shoes? What might  your  r e a c t i o n  be 
to  such s t r a n g e  and unprecedented  e x p e r i en c e s ?  You should  no t  only ex­
p lo re  your  own f e e l i n g s ,  bu t  your  p a r t n e r ' s  as w e l l .  Try t o  unders tand  
how he o r  she would f e e l  in  response  t o  such e v e n t s .
You may go about  t h i s  s h a r i n g  p rocess  in  any way you wish.  You may want 
to  make some no tes  f o r  y o u r s e l f  about  p a r t i c u l a r l y  im por tan t  a s p e c t s  o f  
t h e  case  f o r  you ,  a s p e c t s  t h a t  you would l i k e  t o  s h a re  o r  d i s c u s s  wi th  
your  p a r t n e r .  Or you may j u s t  want t o  doodle  a b i t  as you t h i n k .  An 
a d d i t io n a l  s h e e t  o f  paper  i s  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h i s  one in  case  you want t o  
w r i t e  anyth ing  down du r ing  t h e  experiment .  However, you a r e  no t  r e q u i r e d  
to  do so.  You and your  p a r t n e r  w i l l  have 20 minu tes  t o  work on t h i s  t a s k .
P a r a n o r m a l  D i s c u s s i o n  E x p e r i m e n t
NOTE AND DOODLE FORM
Paranormal D iscuss ion  Experiment
RESPONSE BOOKLET
Name__________________________________ Date
This book le t  c o n ta in s  a s e r i e s  o f  i tems r e l a t i n g  t o  your  e xpe r ienc e s  in 
your  d i s c u s s io n  dyad and t o  your  p e rc e p t i o n s  o f  your  p a r t n e r .  Your an­
swers in  t h i s  b o o k le t  c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  major  dependent  measures  in  t h i s  
experiment ,  so p l e a s e  t a k e  your  t ime in  f i l l i n g  i t  o u t ,  and be both c a r e ­
ful  and hones t  in  your  r e s ponse s .
Again, p l e a s e  r e s t  a s su re d  t h a t  a]J_ of  your  r esponses  w i l l  be kept  
s t r i c t l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l . N e i the r  your  p a r t n e r  nor  anyone e l s e  w i l l  eve r  
see them. So p l e a s e  do be t o t a l l y  hones t .
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For both o f  t h e  f o l l o w in g  i t e m s ,  s e l e c t  the  one response  t h a t  most 
a c c u r a t e l y  d e s c r i b e s  your  f e e l i n g s  towards your  d i s c u s s i o n  p a r t n e r ,  and 
mark t h a t  re sponse  wi th  a checkmark or  an "X". Be su re  t o  mark only one 
response f o r  each i tem.
Personal  F e e l in g s  (check one)
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  l i k e  t h i s  person very much.
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  l i k e  t h i s  pe rson .
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  l i k e  t h i s  person to  a s l i g h t  degree .
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  n e i t h e r  p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e  nor  p a r t i c ­
u l a r l y  d i s l i k e  t h i s  person .
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  d i s l i k e  t h i s  person t o  a s l i g h t  degree .
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  d i s l i k e  t h i s  pe rson .
  I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  d i s l i k e  t h i s  person ve ry  much.
Working Together  in  an Experiment  (check one)
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would very much d i s l i k e  working wi th  t h i s  person
in  an experiment .
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would d i s l i k e  working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment .
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would d i s l i k e  working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment  t o  a s l i g h t  degree .
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would n e i t h e r  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s l i k e  nor  p a r t i c u l a r l y
en joy  working wi th  t h i s  person in  an experiment .
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would en joy working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment  t o  a s l i g h t  degree .
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would en joy working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment .
  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would very much en joy  working with t h i s  person
in an experiment .
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For each of  t h e  fo l low ing  i t e m s ,  read  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  and then mark your  
response  by c i r c l i n g  one arid only one X on t h e  s e v e n - p o i n t  s c a l e  p r o ­
vided below t h e  i tem t o  i n d i c a t e  your  degree  of  agreement or  d i s a g r e e ­
ment wi th  t h a t  i tem.  Be su re  t o  respond by c i r c l i n g  an X on t h e  s c a l e ;
i f  you respond by marking th e  s c a l e  a t  a p o i n t  o t h e r  than one o f  t h e  Xs
your  d a ta  w i l l  have t o  be d i s c a r d e d .  For a l l  f i f t e e n  o f  t h e  fo l low ing
i tems ,  you a r e  t o  r a t e  .your d i s c u s s i o n  p a r t n e r .
1. I t h i n k  t h a t  he (she)  could be a f r i e n d  o f  mine.
X...........-X----------X..............X..............X—.........X—.........X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
2. I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  meet and t a l k  wi th  him ( h e r ) .
X  X------------- X....................X—............. —X....................X— ............ X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
3. He (She) j u s t  w o u ld n ' t  f i t  i n t o  my c i r c l e  o f  f r i e n d s .
X.............X...........-X— X..............X..............X-----------X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
4. We could never  e s t a b l i s h  a pe rsona l  f r i e n d s h i p  wi th  each o t h e r .
X----------x— X----------X----------X..........—X.............X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
5. I would l i k e  t o  have a f r i e n d l y  c h a t  wi th  him ( h e r ) .
X---------x----------X—.........-X----------X---------X—...........X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
6 . I t h in k  he ( she )  i s  q u i t e  handsome ( p r e t t y ) .
X.............X-...........X----------X...............X...........-X—.........X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
7. He (She) i s  ve ry  sexy look in g .
X.............X..............X...............X--------X..............X..............X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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8. I f i n d  him (her )  ve ry  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y .
X— ...............X— —  X...................X—— ...........X— ................X.................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
9. I d o n ' t  l i k e  t h e  way he (she)  looks .
X................... X........ ...........X....................X - _ _ _ x ~ ^ ~  X....................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
10. He (She) i s  somewhat ug ly .
X-.................X....................X...................X.....................X....................X................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree d i s a g r e e
11. He (She) i s  a t y p i c a l  g o o f - o f f  when a s s igned  a jo b  t o  do.
X................... X....................X..................-X.................. -X....................X................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
12. I have conf idence  in  h i s  (he r )  a b i l i t y  t o  g e t  t h e  j o b  done.
X-------------- x--------------- X--------------X----------------X............. — X....... ...........X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
13. I f  I wanted t o  g e t  t h in g s  done ,  I could p robab ly  depend on him ( h e r ) .
X...............—X— ............ X--------------- X................... X....................X--------------- X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
14. I c o u l d n ' t  g e t  anyth ing accomplished wi th  him ( h e r ) .
X....................X........ ...........X....................X - ................X....................X...............- X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
15. He (She) would be a poor  problem s o l v e r .
X....................X................... X.................. X......................X...................X-..................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
jggfW W ' —-
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Respond t o  t h e  fo l l o w in g  i tems by c i r c l i n g  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  p o i n t  on th e  
s c a l e  below t h e  i tem.  Again,  be c e r t a i n  t o  c i r c l e  only one p o i n t  on 
the  s c a l e .
On th e  t o p i c  of  paranormal phenomena, how s i m i l a r  o r  d i s s i m i l a r  do you 
fee l  your  p a r t n e r ' s  a t t i t u d e s  and b e l i e f s  were t o  your  own?
X................... X— .............X---------------X........... .........X................... X.................... X
ve ry  very
s i m i l a r  d i s s i m i l a r
In genera l  ( t h a t  i s ,  in  a l l  rea lm s ,  no t  on ly  in  t h e  a re a  o f  paranormal  
phenomena), how s i m i l a r  o r  d i s s i m i l a r  do you f e e l  your  p a r t n e r ' s  
a t t i t u d e s  and b e l i e f s  a re  t o  your  own?
very  very
s i m i l a r  d i s s i m i l a r
During what p e rc e n ta g e  o f  your  20 minute  dyad i n t e r a c t i o n  t ime would you 
e s t im a te  t h a t  e i t h e r  you o r  your  p a r t n e r  were t a l k i n g ?
X X X X X X X X X X X
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Short  Answer:
1. Were a l l  o f  t h e  i n s t r u c t i o n s  c l e a r  and u n d e rs t a n d ab le  in  t h i s  e x p e r i ­
ment? I f  n o t ,  what was u n c le a r?
2. How well  have th e  s c a l e s  in  t h i s  re sponse  b ook le t  a l lowed you t o  ex­
p re s s  your  t r u e  f e e l i n g s ?  I f  you had any problems e x p re s s in g  your  
f e e l i n g s  on t h e s e  s c a l e s ,  p l e a s e  e x p la i n :
3. What do you t h i n k  t h e  purpose  o f  t h i s  experiment  i s ?
4. Do you have any comments or  s u g g e s t io n s  r e ga rd ing  t h i s  experiment?
5. Have you e ve r  p e r s o n a l l y  e xpe r ienced  any psych ic  phenomena? I f  y e s ,  
p l e a s e  e x p la i n :
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS TO ALL PARTICIPANTS
Paranormal phenomena a r e  even ts  o r  occur rences  t h a t  appear  t o  be beyond 
the  bounds of  our  c u r r e n t  c a p a b i l i t i e s  f o r  s c i e n t i f i c  e x p la n a t i o n .  D i f ­
f e r e n t  peop le  b e l i e v e  i n  sucn phenomena t o  d i f f e r e n t  de g re e s .  There i s  
no gene ra l  agreement  among everyone in  our  s o c i e t y  r eg a r d in g  th e  t r u t h  or  
f a l s i t y  of  r e p o r t e d  paranormal  e v e n t s ;  some people  b e l i e v e  in  them while  
o th e r s  do no t .
In t h i s  expe r im en t ,  you w i l l  be asked t o  complete t h e  Paranormal B e l i e f  
Invento ry  (PBI) ,  which i s  a measure o f  b e l i e f  in  paranormal  phenomena.
Once everyone has completed t h e  PBI, you w i l l  s co re  your  own answers ac ­
cord ing t o  i n s t r u c t i o n s  which I w i l l  p rov ide .  I t  i s  c r u c i a l l y  im por ta n t  
to  t h e  success  o f  t h i s  s tudy  t h a t  .you f i l l  ou t  and sco re  t h i s  inven to ry  
as h o n e s t ly  and c a r e f u l l y  as you c a n . I f  you d o n ' t  unde rs tand  something ,  
(or  a r e n ’t  s u re  whether  or  no t  you d o ) , ask t h e  expe r im en te r  (me) f o r  
c l a r i f i c a t i o n .
On th e  b a s i s  o f  your  s co re  on th e  PBI, you w i l l  be a ss igned  a p a r t n e r  
with whom you w i l l  c a r r y  ou t  a s p e c i f i e d  d i s c u s s i o n  t a s k  in  ano th er  room 
of  t h e  l a b .  This  t a s k  w i l l  be based upon a case  (The Case o f  J i l l  and 
Henry),  pu rpor ted  t o  invo lve  paranormal  phenomena. You w i l l  r e c e i v e  the  
case  along wi th  your  f u r t h e r  i n s t r u c t i o n s  s h o r t l y .
A f t e r  the  d i s c u s s i o n s ,  both you and your  p a r t n e r  w i l l  be asked t o  f i l l  
out  a "Response Booklet"  c o n ta i n in g  a s e r i e s  of  i tems ask ing  about  your  
p e rc e p t io n s  of  the  d i s c u s s i o n  and of  each o t h e r .  P le ase  respond t o  a l l  
of  t h e s e  i tems as c a r e f u l l y  and h o n e s t l y  as  you can.
P lease  r e s t  a s su red  t h a t  a l l  o f  your  responses  a r e  s t r i c t l y  c o n f i d e n t i a l . 
The d a t a  w i l l  be recorded  and ana lyzed  accord ing  t o  a numerical  system 
t h a t  w i l l  p r e s e r v e  your  anonymity.  I am r e q u e s t i n g  your  names on t h e  d a ta  
s hee t s  f o r  two rea s o n s :  (1) as an i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  you did indeed p a r t i c ­
i p a t e  in  t h i s  experiment  f o r  two hours  of  Psyc 401 l a b o r a t o r y  c r e d i t ,  and 
(2) so t h a t  I might  be a b le  t o  c o n ta c t  you in  t h e  f u t u r e  r e g a r d in g  my 
r e s e a rc h .
One f i n a l  comment. You have undoubtedly read  about  "exper imenta l  c o n t r o l "  
in your  t ex tb o o k .  This  i s  a ve ry  im por ta n t  p a r t  of  a p sycho lo g ica l  e x p e r ­
iment.  I t  i s  t h e  component o f  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  method in  psychology t h a t  
ensures  t h e  c o m p a r a b i l i t y  and r e p e a t a b i l i t y  o f  r e s e a rc h  r e s u l t s .  Since 
t h i s  experiment  d e a l s  wi th  human s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( i . e . ,  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  
between you and your  p a r t n e r ) ,  i t  i s  im por ta n t  t h a t  "o the r  v a r i a b l e s "  
which might  i n f l u e n c e  your  r e sponse s  be held c o n s t a n t .  Thus, i t  i s  very 
important  t h a t  you do no t  t a l k  du r ing  t h i s  expe r im en t ,  excep t  wi th  .your 
p a r t n e r  du r in g  th e  group i n t e r a c t i o n  p e r i o d . You may, o f  c o u r s e ,  ask me 
ques t ions  a t  any t im e.  But p l e a s e  remember t h a t ,  f o r  t h e  sake o f  e x p e r ­
imental c o n t r o l ,  i t  i s  im por tan t  t h a t  your  q u e s t i o n s  o r  comments no t  i n ­
f luence  how o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in  t h e  experiment  respond.  T h e r e f o r e ,  I 
wil l  answer your  q u e s t i o n s  i n d i v i d u a l l y .
Thanks f o r  your  he lp  th rough your  c a r e f u l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h i s  s tudy .
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THE CASE OF J I L L  AND HENRY
J i l l  Has t ings  was an e ig h t e e n  y e a r  o ld  freshman a t  Boston College  
a t  t h e  t ime o f  t h e s e  e v e n t s ,  in  October  o f  1976. I t  a l l  s t a r t e d  a t  t h e  
S o r o r i t y ' s  Halloween P a r ty .  J i l l ' s  f r i e n d ,  Kate ,  had i n v i t e d  he r  t o  t h e  
p a r t y ,  promising her  t h e  " t ime o f  her  l i f e , "  because t h e  l o ca l  pop gu ru ,  
Henry Robinson, ( b e t t e r  known on campus as "The Amazing Ahmid", o r  j u s t  
"Ahmid" f o r  s h o r t )  would be pe rfo rming .  Ahmid, as he l i k e d  t h e  g i r l s  t o  
c a l l  him, was a s e l f - p r o c l a i m e d  " s o r c e r e r "  a long  th e  l i n e s  o f  Don Juan in 
Carlos  C a s t e n e d a ' s  books. He dropped ou t  of  Harvard in 1963, and s e t t l e d  
in a l o f t  on t h e  sou th  s i d e  o f  Boston. Here he a v id l y  took up t h e  s tudy  
and p r a c t i c e  o f  t h e  o c c u l t .  Henry had an IQ o f  175, so i t  was easy  f o r  
him to  read  a book a n i g h t  on t h e  s u b j e c t .  He had mas te red h y p n os is ,  
a s t r o lo g y ,  p a l m i s t r y ,  numerology,  g rapho logy ,  phreno logy ,  physiognomy, 
r a d i e s t h e s i a ,  and yoga ,  as well  as t e l e p a t h y ,  c l a i r v o y a n c e ,  p r e c o g n i t i o n ,
p s y c hok ine s i s ,  and mediumship. He had a l i t t l e  shop in  h i s  apar tment
where he d id  psych ic  r ea d in g s  and provided psych ic  c o u n s e l i n g ,  a t  f e e s  
ranging from $5 .00 t o  $50 .00.  Henry a l s o  moonlighted as an e n t e r t a i n e r .  
His a c t ,  as "The Amazing Ahmid," was q u i t e  s u c c e s s fu l  in  t h e  g r e a t e r  
Boston a rea  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  on c o l l e g e  campuses).  Ahmid would guess  
p e o p le ' s  names and a ges ,  p r e d i c t  t h e  f u t u r e ,  m a t e r i a l i z e  and de -m a te r ­
i a l  i ze  small a n im a ls ,  and bend keys,  spoons ,  r i n g s ,  e t c . ,  through h i s  
tremendous mind power.
At t h e  Halloween P a r t y ,  t h e  g i r l s  he ld a s e an c e ,  wi th  Henry as the  
medium. They t r i e d  t o  c o n t a c t  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  Abraham Linco ln .  A f t e r  
about an hours c han t ing  and c o n c e n t r a t i n g ,  one of  t h e  g i r l s  thou g h t  she 
saw L i n c o l n ' s  f a c e  looking  in  th rough th e  window. Another g i r l  was su re  
she heard gunsho ts .  They a l l  f e l t  s t r o n g  psych ic  impress ions  o f  t h e  
Civ i l  War Era.
L a t e r  t h a t  e ven ing ,  Henry o f f e r e d  t o  demons t ra te  l e v i t a t i o n .  The 
h e a v ie s t  g i r l  in  t h e  room, Ruby C a l l a h a n ,  was chosen as t h e  s u b j e c t .  The
four  s m a l l e s t  g i r l s  p r e s e n t  were chosen to  t a k e  p a r t  in t h e  experiment .
J i l l ,  a t  5 ' 2 " ,  was one o f  t h e s e .  She d i d n ' t  s ee  any way in  which she and 
the o t h e r  t h r e e  g i r l s  could l i f t  Ruby us ing  on ly  t h e i r  f i n g e r t i p s ,  as 
Henry i n s i s t e d  (Ruby had s topped r e v e a l i n g  he r  we ight  when she passed  220 
pounds!) .  But t h e  g i r l s  d id  as  they  were t o l d - - s t a c k i n g  t h e i r  hands a l ­
t e r n a t e l y  on Ruby's  head as  she s a t  in  an old wooden c h a i r ,  and ch a n t in g  
rh y thm ica l ly  t h e  words p r e s e n te d  by Ahmid. Then, a t  h i s  s i g n a l ,  t h ey  a l l  
suddenly moved t h e i r  hands from th e  top  o f  Ruby's head,  extended t h e i r  
f o r e f i n g e r s ,  and p laced  t h e s e  f o r e f i n g e r s  under  Ruby's  knees and a rm p i t s .  
Then, a t  Henry 's  command, " L i f t ! " ,  t h e  f o u r  g i r l s  e a s i l y  l i f t e d  Ruby i n t o  
the a i r ,  and held  her  t h e r e  f o r  a t im e ,  b e fo re  lowering he r  back t o  her  
s ea t .
J i l l  was amazed! She d i d n ' t  seem to  e x h e r t  any e f f o r t  a t  a l l —Ruby 
j u s t  seemed t o  r i s e  up i n t o  t h e  a i r !  A f t e r  t h e  p a r t y ,  she asked Henry 
how i t  worked.........
"Bioenergy."  he r e p l i e d .  "You know--psychic  e n e r g y - - t h e  a u r a - - p s i  
f i e l d s - - a n i m a l  magnetism. H e l l ,  I d o n ' t  c a re  what you c a l l  i t - - i t s  a l l  
the  same t h i n g .  I t s  t h e  u n i v e r s a l  energy  t h a t  u n i t e s  man t o  t h e  cosmos. 
Nineteenth c e n tu ry  p h y s i c i s t s  r e f e r r e d  t o  i t  as  t h e  " e t h e r . "  I t  can be
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c o n t r o l l e d  through p r a c t i c e ,  you know. Can b r ing  t remendous b e n e f i t s  t o  
the  i n i t i a t e d  t remendous b e n e f i t s . "
"What do you mean, ' b e n e f i t s ' ? "  asked J i l l .
"Power!" exclaimed Henry. "When you c o n t r o l  t h e  Force—you c o n t ro l  
the  u n i v e r s e , "
"But ,"  he h e s i t a t e d ,  " t h a t ' s  s e c r e t  knowledge. Only f o r  t h e  i n i t i ­
a ted .  I t s  j u s t  go t  t o  be in  your  Karma, t h a t ' s  a l l . "
J i l l  was i n t e r e s t e d .  The one t h in g  t h a t  bo the red  he r  most about  her  
c u r r e n t  s i t u a t i o n  was he r  l ack  o f  "power."  Here i t  was,  only halfway 
through he r  f i r s t  sem es te r  in  c o l l e g e ,  and she r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was no 
way she could go on l i v i n g  with her  p a r e n t s  and commuting t o  school  from 
t h e r e .  She needed he r  p r iv acy!  And b e s i d e s ,  p a r e n t s  a r e  so damned nosey! 
They always want to  meet everybody you go ou t  w i t h .  They always expec t  
you t o  be home by a c e r t a i n  hou r ,  and they  b i t c h  a t  you when y o u ' r e  l a t e .  
And they  always expec t  you t o  be s tudy ing!  What a drag!
"Hmmm-m-m-m" mumbled Henry under  h i s  b r e a t h ,  " t h i s  could be f r u i t ­
ful  ."
"What d id  you s a y ,  Ahmid?" asked J i l l .
"I s a i d ,  you could be a ' H o p e f u l ' . "
"What 's a 'H o p e f u l ' ? "  she i n q u i r e d .
"Someone d e s t i n e d  to  be i n i t i a t e d  i n t o  t h e  Inner  C i r c l e  o f  t h e  Un­
i v e r s e .  I t  depends on your  p a s t  l i v e s —you know, where you a r e  in  t h e  
cycle  o f  r e i n c a r n a t i o n . "
"Oh s u r e . "  J i l l  s a i d  weakly.  What was t h i s  guy anyway, she
wondered. Some o f  t h e  s t u f f  he t a l k e d  about  was j u s t  p l a i n  n u t s .  Being 
r a i s e d  a C a t h o l i c ,  J i l l  knew t h a t  pagan b e l i e f s  o f  o t h e r  r e l i g i o n s  v i o ­
l a t e d  t h e  U l t im a te  T ru th  r e v e a l e d  by t h e  C a t h o l i c  Church. At l e a s t  t h a t ' s  
what they  made her  l e a r n  back in  Catechism.  But a l l  t h a t  seemed so f a r  
away now.........
Henry was s t a r i n g  i n t o  her  eyes .  He had such an i n t e n s e  gaze!  His 
eyes,  dark and deep s e t ,  a lmos t  seemed t o  glow i n s i d e  h i s  head. J i l l  
f e l t  a s h i v e r  run up her  s p i n e ,  and suddenly f e l t  ve ry  co ld .
"I can read  your  a u ra"  s a i d  Henry.
"All o f  t h e  r eds  and oranges in  t h e  p e r im e te r  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  y o u 'v e  
been e x p e r i e n c in g  a l o t  o f  emotional  t u r m o i l .  But t h e  pu rp le  around your  
shoulders  could be a good s i g n .  I ' d  have t o  do a more d e t a i l e d  r ea d ing  
back a t  t h e  C e n te r . "
Henry s m i l e d ,  and beckoned h e r .  For a moment, she though t  she saw 
him c lad  in  long ,  f lowing  r o b e s — almost  l i k e  C h r i s t ,  only in  b l a c k .  His 
shoulder  l e n g th  b lack  h a i r  and beard only added to  t h e  image. And th o se  
eyes . ...........
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J i l l  s t a r t e d  t o  walk ou t  wi th  Henry. Then she  f a l t e r e d .  Before 
she had a chance t o  speak ,  Henry i n t e r j e c t e d —
"Don ' t  worry. Your f a t h e r  i s  ou t  p lay ing  poker  and g e t t i n g  drunk,  
and your  mother f e l l  a s l e e p  two hours  ago. We've go t  t i m e . "
"How d id  you know what I was t h i n k i n g  about?"  J i l l  exc la imed.  "And
how can you be so s u re  about  my p a r e n t s ? "
She looked a t  t h e  c loc k .  Twelve t h i r t y  a l r e a d y .  I f  her  dad was 
home, he would be fuming!
"Trus t  me, E s m e r a l d a . . . "  whispered Henry,  as he s t a r e d  deep ly  i n t o  
her  eyes  and took  he r  arm, e s c o r t i n g  he r  out  th rough t h e  door .
I t  only to o k  them a few minutes  t o  g e t  a c ro s s  town t o  t h e  "C e n te r . "
Henry's  "Cente r  f o r  I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  in  t h e  Occul t"  was l o c a t e d  in  t h e  
small l o f t  above a bankrup t  t h e a t e r  t h a t  he c a l l e d  "home." J i l l  f e l t  a 
l i t t l e  ne rvous ,  and c o u l d n ' t  f i g u r e  ou t  why she had agreed t o  go wi th  
Ahmid. I t  was a lmost  as i f  she were being c o n t r o l l e d  by some o u t s i d e  
f o r c e  she shuddered a t  t h e  tho u g h t .
"Take you r  s t u f f  o f f  and l e t s  g e t  down t o  b u s i n e s s , "  Henry d i r e c t e d  
as they  walked in  t h e  door .
"What?" J i l l  was s t i l l  p a n t in g  a f t e r  c l imbing  up t h e  t h r e e  f l i g h t s
of s t a i r s .  "Hey—t h i s  p l a c e  i s  spooky. How come t h e r e ' s  no l i g h t s  on 
the  s ta i rw a y?"  J i l l  i n q u i r e d  n e rvous ly .
" I n t e r f e r e s  wi th  t h e  S p i r i t s . "  m u tt e red  Henry. "I d o n ' t  use  any 
e l e c t r i c i t y . "  And wi th  t h a t  he moved abou t  t h e  room, l i g h t i n g  c a n d le s .
"Take o f f  your  c o a t ,  s h o e s ,  and a l l  j e w e l r y .  Then s i t  over  t h e r e . "  
He po in te d  t o  a l a r g e ,  v e l v e t  cush ion on th e  f l o o r  in  f r o n t  o f  a mass ive 
black d rap e ry .
Henry l i t  some incense  or  something in  t h e  two b u rne r s  on e i t h e r  
s ide  o f  t h e  v e l v e t  cush ion .
" S i t  down, c ro s s  your  l e g s ,  c l o s e  your  e y e s ,  and r e l a x . "  he s a i d ,
as he guided he r  over  t o  t h e  cushion and a rr anged  her  l eg s  in  a h a l f
lo tu s  p o s i t i o n .  " I ' l l  be r i g h t  back ."
Henry d i sa p p e a re d  i n t o  a w a lk - in  c l o s e t  a t  t h e  r e a r  o f  t h e  room, 
which must have been th e  k i t c h e n .  J i l l  had looked a t  he r  watch be fo re  
she put  i t  down on t h e  t a b l e .  Almost one o ' c l o c k .  She wondered i f  he r  
pa ren ts  were w a i t i n g  up f o r  h e r .  She s h i f t e d  he r  p o s i t i o n  s l i g h t l y  and
inhaled  t h e  i n ce n s e  de e p ly .  I t  smel led  so good and i t  seemed t o  make
her f e e l  so warm a l l  ove r .  J i l l  vaguely  heard Henry r a t t l i n g  around in 
the k i t c h e n ,  bu t  s lowly  found h e r s e l f  d r i f t i n g  o f f  i n t o  a l i g h th e a d e d  
daydream.
Suddenly J i l l  j e r k e d  a l e r t  w i th  amazement. She d i s t i n c t l y  heard her  
mother c a l l  he r  name, and "saw" h e r — in  h e r  o l d ,  baggy p ink nightgown,  
looking i n t o  he r  room a t  home.
J u s t  then  Ahmid r e t u r n e d .
"Drink t h i s .  I t  w i l l  he lp  you t o  c e n t e r . "  he d i r e c t e d .  "I  sense  a 
s p i r i t u a l  p resence  wi th  us h e re .  Do you f e e l  any th ing?"
J i l l  coughed as she f i n i s h e d  o f f  t h e  l i t t l e  concoc t ion  t h a t  Ahmid 
had given  h e r . . . . .
"Phew! wow w ha t?  ah ,  y e a h ,  I guess I do— I f e e l  s o r t
of warm—but w i t h  goosebumps. I t s  kind o f  funny.  What was in  t h a t  
d r in k ,  anyway?"
"Some he rbs  and o t h e r  s u b s t a n c e s ,  in  an a lcoho l  b a s e  des igned
to  s e n s i t i z e  you t o  t h e  S p i r i t u a l  World. You a re  a ve ry  im por ta n t  p e r ­
son, do you know t h a t ,  J i l l ? "  Ahmid s a t  down d i r e c t l y  in  f r o n t  o f  h e r ,  
so t h a t  h i s  knees were touch ing  h e r s .
"Look a t  me J i l l  look i n t o  my e yes .  C oncen t ra te  on f l o a t i n g .
f l o a t i n g ............f l o a t i n g ....................."
J i l l  f e l t  a n o th e r  wave o f  warmth c ou rse  a c ro s s  he r  body. She f e l t
h e r s e l f  d r i f t i n g  f l o a t i n g .........
A f t e r  about  t e n  m inures ,  Ahmid's eyes  suddenly c l o s e d ,  and he seemed 
to  s q u in t  and g r u n t  and s t r u g g l e  f o r  a t im e .  Then suddenly  h i s  eyes  and 
mouth opened in  un i son .  Teeth  b a re d ,  h i s  glowing e y e b a l l s  l i t e r a l l y  p r o ­
t rud ing  from h i s  s k u l l ,  he shouted a t  he r :
"Woman! Esmeralda!  Someone i s  he re  t o  c o n t a c t  you.  Are you b l in d ?  
Can you not  s e e? !? "
J i l l ' s  jaw dropped and she s t r a i g h t e n e d  up in  t e r r o r .  That  was no t  
Ahmid1s vo ice !  I t  was a woman's vo ice!  But so s t r a i n e d  and r a s p y —as i f  
i t  had been s i l e n t  f o r  hundreds o f  y e a r s .  She wanted t o  run—t o  g e t  ou t  
of  t h a t  c razy  p l a c e — but  she c o u l d n ' t  move. She was roo ted  t o  he r  s e a t !
Suddenly she heard a low growl somewhere o f f  t o  he r  r i g h t .  Then i t  
got  lo u d e r .  She managed t o  t u r n  her  head ,  and saw f o r  t h e  f i r s t  t ime a 
m agn i f ic en t  German Shepard dog,  crouched undernea th  t h e  t a b l e  in  the  
corner  by t h e  door  t o  t h e  k i t c h e n .  The d o g ' s  t e e t h  were bared in  a s n a r l  
and th e  h a i r  was s t a n d i n g  on end a c ro s s  i t s  arched  back. I t  s t a r e d  un­
ce as ing ly  a t  a blank s po t  on t h e  wal l  a c r o s s  t h e  room.
As J i l l  watched t h a t  s p o t  on t h e  w a l l —a human f a c e  s lowly  emerged
from th e  p l a s t e r !  Then a ha nd  and an arm. The hand and arm po in ted
d i r e c t l y  a t  h e r ,  and then  t h e  c r e a t u r e ' s  eyes  opened!
They were y e l l o w —h id e o u s ly  ye l low .  And they  seemed t o  r a d i a t e  a 
d u l l ,  o r a n g i s h  l i g h t  towards h e r .  Then t h e  l i p s  began t o  move. The f a c e  
quivered and j e r k e d ,  s t r u g g l i n g  t o  ga in  c o n t r o l .  J i l l  f e l t  as  i f  she 
were going t o  vomit .  Then i t  happened .......................
"Tragedy w i l l  b e f a l l  your  f a m i ly ,  Esmeralda!  Did you no t  l e a r n  your  
lesson y e t ?  How long has i t  been? How many l i f e t i m e s  ? And how many 
deaths  w i l l  i t  t ake?"
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As th e  f a c e  spoke ,  J i l l  suddenly  b o l t e d  f o r  t h e  door .  She ran down 
the  s t a i r s  in  t h e  da rk  wi th  t h e  a g i l i t y  o f  an a t h l e t e .  When she reached 
the  s idew alk ,  she ran  f o r  Tremont S t r e e t  t o  h a i l  a cab.
The d r i v e r  gave he r  a funny look as she s c u r r i e d  i n t o  t h e  c a b .........
"1210 Evergreen S t r e e t  in  Waltham" she s a i d ,  t r y i n g  t o  c o n t r o l  he r  
shaking.
"You go t  money t o  pay f o r  t h i s ,  Chick ie?"  came th e  r e p l y .
J i l l  looked a t  h e r s e l f .  No s h o e s  no c o a t  t e a r s  s t r eaming
down her  f a c e ,  wi th  t h e  raw wind blowing loud ly  on t h i s  November 1,
All Souls  Day, a t  3:30  am.
" T h a t ' s  my home." she sobbed.  "My dad w i l l  pay ."
The cabb ie  saw t h a t  she was d i s t r a u g h t .  This  was no s t r e e t w a l k e r ,  
a f t e r  a l l ,  he tho u g h t .  She d i d n ' t  look h u r t ,  though.  Best  t o  j u s t  g e t  
the  poor kid home.
They drove in  s i l e n c e ,  e xcep t  when th e  s t i l l  a i r  was puncuated by 
J i l l ' s  sobs .  I t  had s t a r t e d  t o  r a i n ,  and t h e  swish - swish -  swish of  
the  c a b ' s  wipers  had a lmost  pu t  J i l l  t o  s l e e p ..............
"Here we a r e ,  k i d . "  came th e  low, g r u f f  v o i c e .  "You want I should 
wai t  he re  or  come up t o  t h e  door  wi th  you?"
"I 'm  OK. I ' l l  be r i g h t  back. "
As J i l l  s tepped  out  o f  t h e  c a r ,  she n o t i c e d  t h a t  every  l i g h t  in  the  
house was on. As she walked up t h e  s t e p s ,  he r  mother suddenly opened 
the door ,  c ry in g .
"Oh, J i l l y ! "  she sobbed,  and hugged her  daugh te r  t i g h t l y .
"Hey--I 'm  OK mom. I j u s t  had t o  he lp  c l e a n  up a f t e r  t h e  p a r t y ,  you 
know. But I need t e n  bucks f o r  t h e  c a b - - b e l i e v e  i t  o r  n o t ,  somebody 
s t o l e  my purse  and shoes and c o a t  a t  t h e  p a r t y . "
Her mother s a i d  no th ing  more. S t i l l  sobb in g ,  she went back i n t o  the  
house t o  f e t c h  he r  pu r se .  Suddenly,  a c h i l l  ran  up J i l l ' s  s p in e .  She 
was wearing he r  pink nightgown under  her  robe!
When she r e t u r n e d ,  J i l l  asked "Where's daddy? Out d r in k i n g  aga in  or  
something? I would have expected t o  he a r  him thu n d e r in g  as usual  by now."
"Pay t h e  c a b . "  s a id  h e r  mother .  She s t a r e d  i n t o  her  d a u g h t e r ' s  e ye s ,  
and J i l l  saw t h e  countenance  o f  a be a ten  woman. Her f a c e  r e f l e c t e d  th e  
agonizing pa in  o f  imminent d e f e a t — of  t h e  f i n a l  b a t t l e  l o s t .
J i l l  paid  t h e  cabb ie  and r e t u r n e d  to  t h e  house.  Her mother was on 
the  phone:
"Yes. A l r i g h t .  We' l l  be r i g h t  down t h e r e .  B u t . . . . a r e  you su re
t h e r e 1 s no hope?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  OK, OK.. . .  ------ . . . .
Yes, I u n d e r s t a n d , . . . . . .Goodbye."
Then she tu rned  t o  J i l l ;
"Get some c l o t h e s  on J i l l ,  we have t o  go o u t . "  She tu rn e d  and 
walked towards t h e  s t a i r s .
"Go out?  Go ou t  where? I t s  a lmos t  fo u r  o ' c l o c k  in  t h e  morning.
I'm t i r e d .  I want t o  go t o  bed ."
Suddenly her  mother r e e l e d  ab o u t ,  he r  f a c e  t i g h t e n e d  in  ange r—her 
f i s t s  c lenched .
"You' re  t i r e d !  You want t o  go t o  bed! My God—-how can you be so 
s e l f - c e n t e r e d ? ! ! ! "  At t h i s  p o i n t  t h e  woman broke down in  t e a r s  a g a in ,  
and sobbed lo u d ly  and u n c o n t r o l l a b l y .
"Momma w h a t ' s  t h e  m a t t e r ? "
"Where's daddy,  momma?..................... w he re ' s  daddy?"
Mrs. Has t ings  on ly  sobbed more lo u d ly  and u n c o n t r o l l a b l y .  Suddenly,  
J i l l ' s  blood ran c o ld .  She remembered t h e  f a c e —and she knew.
"That  was t h e  p o l i c e  on t h e  phone. Your f a t h e r  i s  d e a d  "
"He was ou t  d r in k i n g  and came home around 1:00.  I had f a l l e n  a s l e e p .  
I went t o  check on you be fo re  we went t o  bed,  and you were s t i l l  o u t .
Your f a t h e r  was enraged!  He was too  drunk to  go out!  I t o l d  him so!
But he w o u ld n ' t  l i s t e n .  He s tormed o f f  in  t h e  c a r  t o  r e s c u e  you from 
those ' s e x - f i e n d s '  a t  t h e  c o l l e g e . "
Then t h e  p o l i c e  c a l l e d .  He ran head on i n t o  a t r e e  on Ches tnut  
S t r e e t .  I d o n ' t  know how, but  t h e  c a r  caught  f i r e .  And no one was 
around,  anyway. They c o u l d n ' t  have helped him."
"We have t o  go down and i d e n t i f y  t h e  body."
J i l l  broke down in t e a r s .  "My God!" she sobbed. "My God...................
My God "




The s e l e c t i o n  procedures  employed in  t h i s  experiment  have r e s u l t e d  in  t h e  
p a i r ing  o f  you wi th  your  p a r t n e r .  I expec t  t h a t  t h i s  p a i r i n g  should f a ­
c i l i t a t e  t h e  r i c h n e s s  o f  your  d i s c u s s i o n .  The t a s k  t h a t  t h e  two of  you 
have i s  t o  ana lyz e  The Case of  J i l l  and Henry, and come up wi th  as many 
"normal" e x p la n a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  supposed ly  "paranormal"  even ts  r e p o r t e d  as 
you can. That  i s ,  your  concern should  be wi th  t h e  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  of  
the  case .  You a re  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  p robab le  v a l i d i t y  or  f a l s i t y  o f  t h e  
claims invo lved  by d e c id in g  whe ther  t h e  paranormal even ts  r e p o r t e d  could 
poss ib ly  be ex p la in ed  in  some o t h e r  more normal t e rm s .  For example,  
seeing  a ghos t  may be a h a l l u c i n a t i o n ,  and ap p a re n t  ESP could be " j u s t  a 
c o inc idenc e , "  o r  could r e f l e c t  t h e  mutual r e a d in g  o f  nonverbal  and s i t ­
u a t iona l  cues .
You and your  p a r t n e r  shou ld  work on t h i s  t a s k  t o g e t h e r .  Once you both 
agree on an e x p la n a t i o n  f o r  an e v e n t ,  you shou ld  each reco rd  t h a t  e x p la n ­
a t ion  b r i e f l y  on t h e  Task Ana ly s i s  Form which i s  a t t a c h e d .  Your produc ­
t i v i t y  in  t h i s  r ega rd  w i l l  be compared t o  t h a t  o f  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t i c i p a n t s  
in t h i s  expe r im en t ,  so p l e a s e  t r y  t o  do your  b e s t .  Record you r  a na ly se s  
by b r i e f l y  i d e n t i f y i n g  th e  i n c i d e n t  invo lved  (and i t s  page number in  t h e  
c a s e ) ,  and then  very  b r i e f l y  summarizing your  e x p la n a t i o n .  You and your  
pa r tn e r  w i l l  have 20 minu tes  t o  work on t h i s  t a s k .
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The s e l e c t i o n  procedures  employed in  t h i s  experiment  have r e s u l t e d  in  t h e  
p a i r i n g  of  you wi th  your  p a r t n e r .  I expec t  t h a t  t h i s  p a i r i n g  should  f a ­
c i l i t a t e  t h e  r i c h n e s s  o f  y o u r  d i s c u s s i o n .  The t a s k  t h a t  t h e  two o f  you 
have i s  t o  s h a re  your  f e e l i n g s  and b e l i e f s  abou t  The Case o f  J i l l  and 
Henry. You should  de-emphasize t h e  q u e s t i o n  o f  whe ther  what i s  r e p o r t e d  
in the  case  i s  " r e a l l y "  t r u e  o r  f a l s e ,  and c o n c e n t r a t e  i n s t e a d  on your  
own b e l i e f s  and s u b j e c t i v e  f e e l i n g s ,  o r  "gut  l ev e l  r e a c t i o n s "  t o  t h e  
s o r t s  of  even ts  and phenomena p o r t r a y e d  in  t h e  c a se .  How would you f e e l  
i f  you were in  J i l l ' s  shoes? What might  be your  r e a c t i o n  t o  such s t r a n g e  
and unprecedented e x p e r i en c e s ?  Have you ever  p e r s o n a l l y  had any psych ic  
experi ences?  You should e x p lo r e  no t  on ly  your  own f e e l i n g s  and b e l i e f s ,  
but your  p a r t n e r ' s  as  w e l l .  Try t o  unde rs tand  what he o r  she t h in k s  and 
f e e l s  about  such e v e n t s .
You may go about  t h i s  s h a r i n g  p roces s  in  any way you wish.  You may want 
to  make some no tes  f o r  y o u r s e l f  about  p a r t i c u l a r l y  im por ta n t  a s p e c t s  of  
the case f o r  you ,  a s p e c t s  t h a t  you would l i k e  t o  s h a re  o r  d i s c u s s  wi th  
your  p a r t n e r .  Or you may j u s t  want t o  doodle  a b i t  as you t h i n k .  An 
a d d i t io n a l  s h e e t  o f  paper  i s  a t t a c h e d  t o  t h i s  one in  case  you want  to  
w r i t e  any th ing  down du r ing  t h e  exper imen t .  However, you a re  no t  r e q u i r e d  
to do so.  You and your  p a r t n e r  w i l l  have 20 minutes  t o  work on t h i s  t a s k .
P a r a n o r m a l  D i s c u s s i o n  E x p e r i m e n t
NOTE AND DOODLE FORM
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Name   Date
In a d d i t i o n  t o  c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  on paranormal  phenomena, t h i s  experiment  
i s  a l s o  e x p lo r i n g  t h e  realms o f  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  p e r c e p t i o n .  This  Response 
Booklet  c o n ta i n s  a s e r i e s  o f  r a t i n g  s c a l e s  d e a l i n g  p r i m a r i l y  wi th  your  
pe rc e p t io n s  o f  and f e e l i n g s  toward your  d i s c u s s i o n  p a r t n e r .  Obviously ,
I r e a l i z e  t h a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  form a d e t a i l e d  impress ion  o f  a no the r  
person a f t e r  on ly  20 minutes  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n .  However, f o r  t h e  purposes  
of  t h i s  exp e r im e n t ,  i t  i s  ve ry  im p o r ta n t  f o r  you t o  t h i n k  ve ry  c a r e f u l l y  
about  your  im press ions  of  your  p a r t n e r .  Your r a t i n g s  on th e  fo l l o w in g  
sc a l e s  a r e  t h e  major  dependent  v a r i a b l e s  in  t h i s  exper imen t .  Thus,  i t  
i s  ex tr emely  im p o r ta n t  f o r  you t o  r ead  and respond t o  each i tem c a r e f u l l y  
and h o n e s t l y . While c a re  i s  i m p o r t a n t ,  you should no t  l i n g e r  ove r  i n ­
d iv id ua l  i tems  f o r  t o o  long .  G e n e r a l ly ,  your  f i r s t  impress ion  i s  the  
bes t  r e s p o n s e ,  once you have c a r e f u l l y  read  and unders tood  an i tem.
Several r u l e s  f o r  r e sponse  a r e  c r u c i a l  t o  t h e  succes s  o f  t h i s  experiment :
1. Read each i tem c a r e f u l l y  and be su re  t h a t  you unde rs tand  i t .
2. Mark t h e  r e sponse  s c a l e  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  by c i r c l i n g  one and only 
one o f  t h e  "X '" s  on th e  s c a l e .  I f  you c i r c l e  more than  one "X", 
o r  i f  you mark t h e  s c a l e  a t  some p o i n t  o t h e r  than  one of  t h e  
" X " ' s ,  your  d a t a  w i l l  have t o  be d i s c a r d e d .
3. In o r d e r  f o r  t h e  d a t a  t o  be s t a t i s t i c a l l y  a n a lyz e d ,  you must 
respond t o  every  i t e m . I f  you do no t  respond t o  one o r  more 
i t e m s ,  your  d a t a  w i l l  have t o  be d i s c a r d e d .
You may f i n d  some o f  t h e  s c a l e s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  respond t o ,  in  view o f  t h e  
c ircumstances  o f  t h e  expe r im en t .  I t  i s  ve ry  im por ta n t  t h a t  you respond 
as b e s t  you can t o  a l l  o f  t h e  s c a l e s ,  in  s p i t e  o f  any such problems.
Before you begin re s p o n d in g ,  p l e a s e  t a k e  a moment t o  r e f l e c t  on your  i n ­
t e r a c t i o n  wi th  your  p a r t n e r ,  and t o  t h i n k  abou t  you r  f e e l i n g s  toward him 
or  h e r ,  based on your  im press ions  du r ing  t h a t  i n t e r a c t i o n .
One f i n a l  comment: All o f  your  r esponses  on t h e s e  s c a l e s  w i l l  be s t r i c t l y
c o n f i d e n t i a l . N e i the r  your  p a r t n e r  n o r  anyone e l s e  w i l l  eve r  see them.
So p l e a s e ,  f o r  t h e  sake  o f  t h e  exp e r im e n t ,  be t o t a l l y  candid in  a l l  of  
your  r e s p o n s e s .  Thank you f o r  your  he lp .
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I n s t r u c t i o n s :  L i k e r t  Items
The fo l low ing  s i x  pages c o n ta in  a s e r i e s  o f  i tems on a type  o f  s c a l e  
known as  a " L ik e r t  Sca le "  among p s y c h o l o g i s t s .  For each i t e m ,  you should 
read t h e  s t a t e m e n t ( s )  and mark your  response  by c i r c l i n g  one and on ly  one 
"X" on t h e  response  s c a l e .  Be su re  t o  mark on ly  one response  f o r  each 
item. Be s u re  t o  respond t o  every  i tem.
For a l l  o f  t h e  f o l l o w in g  i t e m s ,  you a re  t o  r a t e  your  f e e l i n g s  toward your  
d i s c u s s io n  p a r t n e r .
Personal  F e e l in g s  ( C i r c l e  on ly  one "X")
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  l i k e  t h i s  person ve ry  much.
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would p robab ly  l i k e  t h i s  pe rson .
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would probab ly  l i k e  t h i s  person t o  a s l i g h t  degree .
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  n e i t h e r  p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e  nor  p a r t i c ­
u l a r l y  d i s l i k e  t h i s  pe rson .
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would p robab ly  d i s l i k e  t h i s  person t o  a s l i g h t  deg ree .
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would probably  d i s l i k e  t h i s  pe rson .
X I f e e l  t h a t  I would p robab ly  d i s l i k e  t h i s  person ve ry  much.
Working Toge ther  in  an Experiment  ( C i r c l e  only one "X")
X I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would ve ry  much d i s l i k e  working wi th  t h i s  person
in an experiment .
X I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would d i s l i k e  working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment .
X I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would d i s l i k e  working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment  t o  a s l i g h t  degree .
X I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would n e i t h e r  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s l i k e  nor  p a r t i c u l a r l y
en joy  working wi th  t h i s  person in  an experiment .
X I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would en joy working wi th  t h i s  person in  an
experiment .
X I b e l i e v e  t h a t  I would ve ry  much en joy  working wi th  t h i s  person
in an experiment .
I t h in k  t h a t  he (she)  could be a f r i e n d  o f  mine.
X.................. X..............— X...................X....................X-................. X.....................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I t h in k  t h a t  he (she)  i s  q u i t e  handsome ( p r e t t y ) .
X...................X...................-X...................X---------------X-................. X— ..............X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I t h in k  t h a t  he (she)  i s  one o f  t h o s e  people  who q u ic k ly  wins r e s p e c t .
X...................X.................... X...................X---------------X---------------X— ..............X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  meet  and t a l k  with h im (he r ) .
X...................X-................ -X-------------- X— ...............X— .............X.................. -X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  ve ry  well  groomed.
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would en joy  working wi th  him(her)  a t  t h e  same jo b .
X-------------- X--------------- X.......... .........X---------------X....................X  X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  ve ry  sexy look in g .
X------------- x ......................X................. -X.................. X-...............—X................. -X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) seems t o  be a very  admirab le  person .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would no t  be i n t e r e s t e d  in  meet ing wi th  him(her)  s o c i a l l y .
X--------------x ......................X.................. X......... ...........X.....................X................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree d i s a g r e e
In g e n e r a l ,  h i s ( h e r )  phys ic a l  appearance i s  very u n a t t r a c t i v e .
X--------------x ......................X--------------X................... X  X  X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I c o u l d n ' t  g e t  anything  accomplished wi th  h im (he r ) .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would i n v i t e  him(her)  t o  j o i n  my c lub  o r  o t h e r  s o c i a l  group.
X------------- x ......................X..................X....................X....................X..................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I d o n ' t  l i k e  t h e  way he (she)  l ooks .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I f e e l  t h a t  I know him(her)  p e r s o n a l l y .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would en joy  having lunch wi th  h im (he r ) .
X------------- x ---------------- X..................X-................. X....................X..................... X
The c l o t h e s  he (she)  wears a re  no t  becoming.
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would ask h i s ( h e r )  op in ion  b e fo re  making an im por tan t  d e c i s i o n .
X..................X................. —X..................X— .............X— .............X - .................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would p r a i s e  h i s ( h e r )  s u g g e s t i o n s .
X—..............X---------------- X....................X------------- X.............. — X....................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I have conf idence  in  h i s ( h e r )  a b i l i t y  t o  g e t  t h e  j o b  done.
X.................. X..................—X................- X ..................X.....................X............... - X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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He(She) j u s t  w o u ld n ' t  f i t  i n t o  my c i r c l e  o f  f r i e n d s .
X  X....................X....................X....................X....................X....................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
Most people  would r e a c t  ve ry  f a v o r a b ly  t o  him(her)  a f t e r  a b r i e f  
a c q ua in ta nc e .
X...................X------ -------- X.................... X................... X....................X....................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  somewhat ug ly .
X................... X................ —X............... —X..................-X....................X.......... .........X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  a t y p i c a l  g o o f - o f f  when a ss igned  a j o b  to  do.
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I have g r e a t  conf idence  in  h i s ( h e r )  good judgment.
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I t h in k  t h a t  he (she )  and I a r e  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  each o t h e r .
X  X.................... X......... ........ X.....................X....... ...........X....................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would never  want t o  s tudy  wi th  h im (he r ) .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I f i n d  him(her)  ve ry  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
We could never  e s t a b l i s h  a persona l  f r i e n d s h i p  wi th  each o t h e r .
X--------------- x .....................X....................X................... X....................X...................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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I would vo te  f o r  him(her)  in  a c l a s s  or  group e l e c t i o n .
X.............— X..................... X--------------X....................X....................X.................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I d e f i n i t e l y  would not  en joy  h i s ( h e r )  company.
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  no t  ve ry  good look ing .
X................... X— ............... X-.................X----------------X................... X.................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would never  i n v i t e  him(her)  t o  accompany me t o  a p a r t y .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I f  I wanted t o  g e t  t h i n g s  done,  I could p robab ly  depend on h im (he r ) .
X...................X  X  X......................X....... ...........X.................... X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
A member o f  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex would p robab ly  rega rd  him(her)  as ex tr emely  
a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y .
X-------------- x...................—X-------------- X.....................X-.............. —X.......................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) would be a poor  problem s o l v e r .
X  X....................X-------------- X-.................. X-.................. X...................X
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would l i k e  t o  have a f r i e n d l y  c h a t  wi th  h im (h e r ) .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I l i k e  my p a r t n e r :
very not
much a t  a l l
O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I r e s p e c t  my p a r t n e r :
X...................X....................X....................X................... X....................X.................... X
ve ry  not
much a t  a l l
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I n s t r u c t i o n s :  Semantic  D i f f e r e n t i a l  Items
The fo l low ing  t h r e e  pages c o n ta i n  a s e r i e s  o f  b i p o l a r  a d j e c t i v e  s c a l e s  
known as "Semantic  D i f f e r e n t i a l  S c a le s "  among p s y c h o l o g i s t s .  The "X" 's  
on th e  fo l l o w in g  s c a l e s  r e p r e s e n t  p o s s i b l e  cho ice  p o i n t s  on a continuum 
between t h e  two o p p o s i t e  a d j e c t i v e s .  For each s c a l e ,  you shou ld  c i r c l e  
the  "X" on t h e  continuum t h a t  you f e e l  i s  most d e s c r i p t i v e  o f  your  d i s ­
cussion group p a r t n e r .
Example:
c a r e f u l  X X X X X X X c a r e l e s s
I f  you f e e l  t h a t  your  p a r t n e r  i s  an ex t rem e ly  c a r e f u l  p e r s o n ,  you would 
c i r c l e  t h e  l e f t - m o s t  "X". I f  you f e e l  t h a t  your  p a r t n e r  i s  an ext remely  
c a r e l e s s  p e r s o n ,  you would c i r c l e  t h e  r i g h t - m o s t  "X". I f  you do not  f e e l  
t h a t  your  p a r t n e r  f a l l s  a t  e i t h e r  extreme on t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  you 
would c i r c l e  one o f  t h e  o t h e r  "XIMs as a p p r o p r i a t e .
For each i t e m ,  read both a d j e c t i v e s  c a r e f u l l y  and mark your  r e sponse s  by 
c i r c l i n g  one and on ly  one "X" on t h e  response  s c a l e .  Be su re  t o  respond 
by c i r c l i n g  one o f  t h e  "X" ' s  -  do no t  mark th e  s c a l e  a t  any o t h e r  p o i n t .  
Be su re  t o  respond t o  every  i tem.
For a l l  o f  t h e  fo l l o w in g  i t e m s ,  you a re  t o  r a t e  your  d i s c u s s i o n  p a r t n e r .
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1i kable X.......... X...........X...........X...........X...........X.......... X u n l i k a b l e
c rue l X.......... X...........X...........X...........X...........X...........X kind
b e a u t i f u l X— —X.......... X...........X--------X...........X...........X ugly
t h o u g h t l e s s X.......... X...........X--------X...........X...........X...........X th o u g h t fu l
i n t e l l i g e n t X--------X...........X...........X...........X...........X-------- X u n i n t e l l i g e n t
u n a t t r a c t i v e X.......... X...........X...........X...........X...........X--------X a t t r a c t i v e
f r i e n d l y X.......... X...........X...........X--------X...........X--------X u n f r i e n d l y
incompetent X.......... X--------X...........X--------X...........X--------X competent
good- looking x--------X--------X...........X--------X...........X--------X pi a i  n
cold X.......... X...........X-------- X--------X...........X...........X warm
s i n c e r e X--------X...........X...........X...........X--------X...........X i n s i n c e r e
sloppy X--------X...........X--------X--------X...........X...........X well-groomed
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n e a t X.......... X...........X...........X.......... X...........X...........X unkempt
quarre lsome X.......... X...........X.......... X...........X...........X...........X good-na tu red
t o l e r a n t X.......... X.......... X...........X...........X...........X...........X i n t o l e r a n t
weak X.......... X--------X.......... X...........X--------X--------X s t r o n g
c o n s id e r a t e X.......... X.......... X-------- X...........X...........X...........X i n c o n s i d e r a t e
i r r e s p o n s i b l e X.......... X--------X...........X--------X...........X...........X r e s p o n s i b l e
r o b u s t X.......... X--------X...........X--------X--------X.......... X f  r a i  1
s u l l e n x--------X--------X--------X.......... X...........X--------X cheer fu l
hones t X.......... X...........X...........X--------X--------X...........X d i s h o n e s t
uncoopera t ive x--------X--------X--------X--------X...........X--------X c o o p e r a t i v e
t ru s t w o r th y X.......... X--------X...........X--------X--------X...........X un t ru s tw o r th y
s e l f i s h x --------x--------X...........X--------X--------X...........X u n s e l f i s h
r e l i a b l e x --------X--------X--------X--------X...........X--------X u n r e l i a b l e
greedy x --------x--------X--------X-------- X--------X...........X generous
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p l e a s a n t X.......... X...........X...........X...........X...........X...........X u n p le a s a n t
n e u r o t i c X.......... X--------X...........X--------X...........X...........X s t a b l e
c le a n X.......... X...........X...........X...........X...........X...........X di  r t y
u n s o c ia b l e X--------X...........X...........X...........X-------- X...........X s o c i a b l e
wise X.......... X...........X...........X...........X--------X...........X f o o l i s h
l i s t l e s s X.......... X...........X-------- X...........X--------X...........X e n e r g e t i c
re l a x ed X.......... X--------X...........X--------X...........X...........X nervous
bad x--------X--------X--------X...........X...........X...........X good
appea l ing X.......... X...........X-------- X--------X-------- X...........X unappeal ing
ignored me X.......... X...........X...........X--------X--------X--------X was a t t e n t i v e
mature X.......... X--------X-------- X...........X--------X...........X immature
u n t id y X.......... X...........X-------- X...........X--------X...........X t i d y
p o l i t e X--------X...........X-------- X--------X--------X--------X im p o l i t e
narrow-minded x--------X-------- X--------X--------X...........X...........X open-minded
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I n s t r u c t i o n s :  Other  Sca le s
The remain ing pages c o n ta i n  a s e r i e s  o f  a d d i t i o n  s c a l e s  and some open-  
ended q u e s t i o n s .  P le ase  respond a p p r o p r i a t e l y  by e i t h e r  c i r c l i n g  one 
"X" on t h e  s c a l e ,  o r  w r i t i n g  ou t  you r  r e s p o n s e ,  as i n d i c a t e d  f o r  each 
i tem.
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On th e  t o p i c  o f  paranormal phenomena, how s i m i l a r  o r  d i s s i m i l a r  do you 
f e e l  your  p a r t n e r ' s  a t t i t u d e s  and b e l i e f s  were t o  your  own?
X................... X...........x . — X— - — — X......................— X.....................X
very  very
s i m i l a r  d i s s i m i l a r
In g ene ra l  ( t h a t  i s ,  in  a l l  r e a lm s ,  no t  on ly  in  t h e  a rea  o f  paranormal  
phenomena) , how s i m i l a r  o r  d i s s i m i l a r  do you f e e l  your  p a r t n e r ' s  a t ­
t i t u d e s  and b e l i e f s  a r e  t o  your  own?
X- - - - - - - - - - - - - x . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X — . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X
very  ve ry
s i m i l a r  d i s s i m i l a r
To what degree  do you f e e l  t h a t  your  f i r s t  impress ion  o f  l i k i n g  f o r  
your  p a r t n e r  changed du r ing  you r  20 minu te  i n t e r a c t i o n ?
X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X
very  not
much a t  a l l
To what degree  do you f e e l  t h a t  you r  f i r s t  impress ion  o f  r e s p e c t  f o r  
your  p a r t n e r  changed du r ing  your  20 minute  i n t e r a c t i o n ?
X- - - - - - - - - - - - - x - - - - - - - - - - - - - X - - - - - - - - - - - - - X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X
very  not
much a t  a l l
To what degree  do you f e e l  t h a t  your  f i r s t  impress ion  o f  t h e  phys ica l  
a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  your  p a r t n e r  changed du r ing  your  20 minute  i n t e r a c t i o n ?
X - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X - . . . . . . . . . . . - X . . . . . . . . . . . . . — X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X
very  not
much a t  a l l
During what p e rc e n ta g e  of  your  20 minute  dyad i n t e r a c t i o n  t ime would 
you e s t i m a t e  t h a t  e i t h e r  you o r  your  p a r t n e r  were t a l k i n g ?
X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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B r i e f l y ,  and in  your  own words,  p l e a s e  e x p la i n  what made you f e e l  t h e  
way you d id  about  your  p a r t n e r :
Have you e v e r  had any psych ic  e x p e r i en c e s ?  I f  y e s ,  p l e a s e  e x p la i n  
b r i e f l y :
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Thank you f o r  you r  c a r e f u l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in  t h i s  exper imen t .  While you 
a re  w a i t i n g  f o r  everyone  t o  f i n i s h  f i l l i n g  ou t  t h e i r  Response B ook le t s ,  
p l e a s e  t ak e  a moment t o  go th rough your  Response Booklet  and make c e r t a i n  
t h a t  you have c i r c l e d  one and on ly  one response  f o r  every  i tem.
APPENDIX C 
Paranormal B e l i e f  Inven tory
Conten ts :
Paranormal B e l i e f  I n ven to ry :  Form 2 . .......................................................... 155
Scor ing Key f o r  PBI Form 2 ................................................................................... 159
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PARANORMAL BELIEF INVENTORY; FORM 2
D i r e c t i o n s : This  b o o k le t  c o n ta i n s  a s e r i e s  o f  30 s t a t e m e n t s  about  even ts
or  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  in  t h e  wor ld .  I am i n t e r e s t e d  in  whether  you b e l i e v e  
th e s e  s t a t e m e n t s  a r e  d e f i n i t e l y  t r u e ,  may p o s s i b l y  be t r u e ,  o r  a r e  d e f ­
i n i t e l y  f a l s e .  D i f f e r e n t  peop le  b e l i e v e  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  s t a t e m e n ts  a re  
t r u e .  I am i n t e r e s t e d  in  what your  b e l i e f s  a r e ,  r e g a r d l e s s  o f  what o t h e r  
people  migh t  say.
Read each o f  t h e  fo l l o w in g  s t a t e m e n t s  and then i n d i c a t e  whe ther  you a g re e ,  
d i s a g r e e ,  o r  a r e  u n c e r t a i n  about  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  by comp!e te ly  b lacken in g  
t h e  space  f o r  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  a l t e r n a t i v e  in  t h e  t e s t  b o o k l e t .  I f  you 
agree  t h a t  a s t a t e m e n t  i s  t r u e ,  blacken a l t e r n a t i v e  (A) (from t h e  YES 
column) in  t h e  b o o k l e t .  " I f  you a r e  no t  su re  whether  a s t a t e m e n t  i s  t r u e  
or  f a l s e ,  blacken a l t e r n a t i v e  (B) (from th e  POSSIBLY column) i n  t h e  book­
l e t .  And i f  you d i s a g r e e  w i th  a s t a t e m e n t ,  b e l i e v i n g  i t  t o  be f a l s e ,  
blacken a l t e r n a t i v e  (C) ( from t h e  NO column) in  t h e  t e s t  b o o k l e t .  Be 
su re  t o  respond t o  every  s t a t e m e n t .
I f  you have any comments on any i t e m s ,  w r i t e  them a t  t h e  bot tom o f  t h i s  
page along  wi th  t h e  number o f  t h e  i tem t h a t  you a r e  commenting on.
P lease  do no t  d i s c u s s  t h e  i tems  wi th  your  ne ighbors  as  you a r e  f i l l i n g  
out  t h e  s c a l e ,  and p l e a s e  do no t  say  any th ing  abou t  t h e  i tems o r  the  
i n v en to ry  as  peop le  a r e  working on i t ,  s i n c e  t h i s  s o r t  o f  t h in g  could 
i n f l u e n c e  o t h e r ' s  r e s p o n s e s .
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YES POSSIBLY NO














1. Ghosts  or  s p i r i t s  a c t u a l l y  do e x i s t .
2. A p e r s o n ' s  a s t r o l o g i c a l  s ig n  does p r e d i c t  a s ­
p e c t s  of  h i s  or  he r  p e r s o n a l i t y .
3. Sometimes I seem t o  p r e d i c t  t h e  f u t u r e ,  a lmos t
as i f  I have p r e c o g n i t i v e  a b i l i t i e s  ( i . e . ,  t h e  
paranormal a b i l i t y  o f  " see ing  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e " ) .
4. Some people  have been r e i n c a r n a t e d .
5. UFO's a r e  r e a l l y  a l i e n  s p a c e c r a f t .
6. Some peop le  have a c t u a l l y  been posses sed  by
demons.
7. I b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  Loch Ness Monster r e a l l y  
e x i s t s  ( t h a t  i s  t h e  famous "sea monste r"  p u r ­
p o r te d  t o  l i v e  in  t h e  dep ths  of  t h e  S c o t t i s h  
l a k e  o f  t h e  same name).
8. A m ys t i ca l  e x p e r i e n c e  i s  a s u b j e c t i v e  e x p e r i e n c e  
f e l t  o r  pe rc e ive d  only by t h e  s u b j e c t .  When in 
such a mental  s t a t e ,  I b e l i e v e  t h a t  some people  
may a c t u a l l y  ach ieve  c o n t a c t  w i th  God, or  with
a h ig h e r  l e v e l  o f  r e a l i t y .
9. Some peop le  a re  a b le  t o  l e v i t a t e  t h e i r  bod ies  
( t h a t  i s ,  some peop le  - such as  Hindu yogi  
m as t e r s  - can a c t u a l l y  make t h e i r  bod ies  f l o a t  
in  t h e  a i r  w i t h o u t  any p h ys ic a l  means o f  sup­
p o r t ) .
10. P l a n t s  can sense  human f e e l i n g s .
11. In a s o - c a l l e d  " o u t - o f - t h e - b o d y  e x p e r i e n c e  (OBE), 
a p e r s o n ' s  mind o r  c e n t e r  o f  c o nsc iousne ss  can 
a c t u a l l y  l e a v e  h i s  o r  he r  phys ica l  body and 
t r a v e l  t o  p l a c e s  d i s t a n t  from t h a t  body t o  ob­
s e rv e  e v e n t s .
12. P l a n t s  w i l l  grow f a s t e r  i f  you t a l k  t o  them, 
because  they  can respond t o  your  p o s i t i v e  f e e l ­
ings  o f  love  towards them.
13. Some forms o f  w i t c h c r a f t  and magic r e a l l y  work.
14. Some p e o p le ,  l i k e  Uri G e l l e r  ( t h e  young I s r a e l i  
p s y c h i c ) ,  can bend metal  keys or  spoons p u re ly  
through  mind power,  w i t h o u t  u s ing  a c tu a l  phys­
i c a l  p r e s s u r e  a t  a l l .
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YES POSSIBLY NO
(A) (B) {C) 15.
(A) IB) (C) 16.
(A) (B) (C) 17.
(A) (B) (C) 18.
(A) (B) (C) 19.
(A) (B) (C) 20.
(A) (B) (C) 21.
(A) (B) (C) 22.
(A) (B) (C) 23.
(A) (B) (C) 24.
(A) (B) (C) 25.
(A) (B) (C) 26.
(A) (B) (C) 27.
can be used t o  l o c a t e  underground w a te r  s u p p l i e s ,  
s i n c e  t h e  fo rked  " w i tch ing  s t i c k "  w i l l  d ip  down­
wards when t h e  person walks  above a hidden body 
o f  wa te r .
 Angels r e a l l y  e x i s t .
Some houses a r e  r e a l l y  " haun ted , "  t h a t  i s  t o  s a y ,  
they  a r e  i n h a b i t e d  by ghos t s  o r  s p i r i t s .
A good medium can sometimes c o n t a c t  s p i r i t s  of  
t h e  dead a t  a seance .
Voodoo can a c t u a l l y  be used t o  harm people  
m a g ic a l ly .
I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  f o r  an o b j e c t  t o  be d e m a t e r i a l i z e d  
( t h a t  i s ,  t o  j u s t  suddenly d i s a p p e a r  o f f  t h e  f a c e  
o f  t h e  e a r t h ) .
t e r r e s t r i a l  c r e a t u r e s  ( i . e . ,  be ings  from ano the r  
p l a n e t ) .
t h a t  can be used t o  pe rsona l  advantage  by people  
t r a i n e d  in o c c u l t  methods (such as w i z a rd s ,  
w i t c h e s ,  o r  s o r c e r e r s ) .
through a " u n iv e r s a l  energy"  t h a t  e x i s t s  e v e ry ­
where,  but  has no t  y e t  been d i sc o v e r e d  o r  r e c o g ­
n ized  by s c i e n c e .
senso ry  p e r c e p t i o n )  t o  f i g u r e  ou t  what someone 
e l s e  was t h i n k i n g .
through which they  can make phys ica l  t h i n g s  move, 
w i th o u t  touch ing  them, by u s ing  mind power a lo n e .
power t o  harm v i o l a t o r s  o f  a Pha ro ah ' s  tomb ( f o r  
example,  members o f  t h e  a r c h e o lo g i c a l  p a r t y  who 
d i sc ove red  t h e  tomb o f  King Tut (Tutankhamen) 
a r e  a l l  supposed t o  have d ied  soon t h e r e a f t e r  
under  m ys te r ious  c o n d i t i o n s ) .
Some people  can use psychometry t o  e x t r a c t  i n f o r ­
mation from p h ys ic a l  o b j e c t s  ( f o r  example,  a 
psych ic  may d e s c r i b e  a k i l l e r  by s e ns ing  i n f o r ­
mation  from an o b j e c t  found a t  t h e  scene  o f  t h e  
c r i m e ) .
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YES POSSIBLY NO
(A) (B) (C) 28. Some people  can implan t  images on pho tograph ic
f i l m  simply by mental  c o n c e n t r a t i o n .
(A) (B) (C) 29. Sometimes I can make people  do t h i n g s  j u s t  by
c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on what I want .
(A) (B) (C) 30. There r e a l l y  i s  such a c r e a t u r e  as t h e  Abomin­
a b le  Snowman.
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P lease  do no t  begin s c o r in g  u n t i l  you a r e  t o l d  t o  do so.  







Items in  t h e  Paranormal B e l i e f  Inven to ry  a r e  keyed -
such t h a t  agreement  wi th  an i tem i n d i c a t e s  a b e l i e f  
in a paranormal phenomenon. Score each i tem by 7.
w r i t i n g  th e  r e sponse  s c o re  in  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  space  „
in t h e  d a t a  s h e e t  on t h e  r i g h t  hand s i d e  o f  t h i s  page.
Whenever t h e  response  i s  (A) ( in  t h e  YES column),  9.
s co re  two (2) p o i n t s  f o r  t h a t  r e s p o n s e .  Whenever t h e  ln
response  i s  (B) ( i n  t h e  POSSIBLY column),  s c o re  one
(1) p o i n t  f o r  t h a t  r e s p o n s e .  Whenever t h e  response  11.
i s  (C) ( i n  t h e  NO column),  s co re  z e ro  (0) p o i n t s
f o r  t h a t  r e s p o n s e .  A f t e r  you have scored  a l l  30
re s p o n s e s ,  add up you r  i n d iv i d u a l  re sponse  s c o re s  13.
to  de te rmine  your  t o t a l  s c o re  on t h e  in v e n to r y  and . .
w r i t e  t h i s  number in  t h e  space  in  t h e  lower r i g h t
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Numbers on t h e  s c a l e s  i n d i c a t e  t h e  s c o r i n g  va lu e s  f o r  each r e sponse .  
During a d m i n i s t r a t i o n ,  t h e s e  numbers shou ld  be r e p l a c e d  wi th  X's  so 
as  no t  t o  b i a s  s u b j e c t ' s  r e s ponse s .
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. Liking F a c to r s
A. Lik ing
Note: The f i r s t  i tem has been reworded s l i g h t l y  f o r  use in  non-
dyadic  s e t t i n g s .  Although both i tems o f  Byrne 's  I n t e r p e r s o n a l  
Judgment Sca le  loaded m odera te ly  on t h i s  f a c t o r ,  t h o s e  two i tems 
a re  om i t ted  from t h e  fo l l o w in g  s c a l e  t o  m a in ta in  i t s  p r e s e n t a ­
t i o n a l  c o n t i n u i t y  and a d a p t a b i l i t y  f o r  use in  non-academic 
s e t t i n g s .
O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I l i k e  t h i s  person:
7 .................6...................5..................4 ..................3 ............... 2 ................... 1
v e ry  no t
much a t  a l l
I t h i n k  t h a t  he (she )  could be a f r i e n d  o f  mine.
7.................6................ - 5 ...........— 4------------- 3------------2................... 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I t  would be d i f f i c u l t  t o  meet  and t a l k  wi th  h im (he r ) .
1— .......... 2 ------------- 3------------- 4 ...........— 5 - ............... 6..................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would en jo y  working wi th  him(her)  a t  t h e  same jo b .
7------------ 6....................5------------4....................3............... 2................... 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would i n v i t e  him(her)  t o  j o i n  my c lub o r  o t h e r  s o c i a l  group.
7................ 6....................5------------4....................3 ............... 2 - .................1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would en joy having lunch wi th  h im (he r ) .  .
7 ................ 6.............— 5............... 4 - .............—3............... 2 ................... 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
a g re e  d i s a g r e e
Most peop le  would r e a c t  ve ry  f a v o r a b ly  t o  h im(her)  a f t e r  a 
b r i e f  a c q ua in ta nc e .
7................ 6-------- - — 5............... 4 ............... —3............... 2 ................... 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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We could never  e s t a b l i s h  a pe rsona l  f r i e n d s h i p  with each o t h e r .
1—............2 ..................3-—  -------4 .................. 5 ..................6 .................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I d e f i n i t e l y  would no t  en joy  h i s ( h e r )  company.
1—  ------2 - - .............3 - .............4 ...................5..................6 .................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would l i k e  t o  have a f r i e n d l y  c h a t  w i th  h im (he r ) .
7—  ------6................. 5 ................. 4 ...................3..................2 .................1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
B. L i k a b i l i t y
l i k a b l e  7-----6------ 5------ 4 ------ 3------ 2-------1 u n l i k a b l e
t h o u g h t l e s s  1-----2------ 3------ 4------ 5------ 6-------7 th o u g h t fu l
f r i e n d l y ----- 7-----6------ 5------ 4------ 3------ 2 1 u n f r i e n d l y
s i n c e r e  7-----6------ 5------ 4 ------ 3------ 2-------1 i n s i n c e r e
p l e a s a n t ------7-----6------ 5------ 4------ 3------ 2 1 u n p l e a s a n t
u n s o c ia b l e  1-----2------ 3------ 4 ------ 5------ 6-------7 s o c i a b l e
C. Easygoing S o c i a b i l i t y
quarre lsom e 1-----2------ 3------ 4 ------ 5------ 6-------7 good-na tu red
t o l e r a n t  7 -----6------ 5------ 4 ------ 3------ 2-------1 i n t o l e r a n t
u nc o o p e ra t iv e ------ 1-----2------ 3 ------ 4------ 5------ 6-------7 c o o p e ra t i v e
p l e a s a n t  7-----6------ 5------ 4 ------ 3------ 2-------1 u n p l e a s a n t
ignored me 1-----2------ 3------ 4------ 5------ 6-------7 was a t t e n t i v e
p o l i t e ------ 7-----6------ 5------ 4------ 3------ 2-------1 im p o l i t e
narrow-minded------ 1-----2------ 3------ 4 ------ 5------ 6-------7 open-minded
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I I .  Respect  F a c to r s
A. Respect
Note: The f i r s t  i tem has been reworded s l i g h t l y  f o r  use i n  non-
dyad ic  s e t t i n g s .
O v e r a l l ,  I f e e l  t h a t  I r e s p e c t  t h i s  person;
7 .................. 6 ............... 5 - ............... 4 ....................3 ............... 2-*--"-------1
very  not
much a t  a l l
I t h in k  t h a t  he ( she )  i s  one o f  t h o s e  people  who q u i c k l y  wins 
r e s p e c t .
7 .................. 6 ..................5 ...........— 4 ................. 3 ............... 2— ...............1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would ask h i s ( h e r )  op in ion  b e fo re  making an im por ta n t  d e c i s i o n .
7 - ................ 6 ............. —5..................4 ...........— 3............... 2— ............ 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I would p r a i s e  h i s ( h e r )  s u g g e s t i o n s .
7 - ................ 6 ............... 5------------- 4 ---------------3............... 2 .................. 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I have co n f id e n ce  in  h i s ( h e r )  a b i l i t y  t o  g e t  t h e  jo b  done.
7 ............— 6 ...........— 5------------- 4 ------------- 3 ............... 2 - ................. 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  a t y p i c a l  g o o f - o f f  when a ss igned  a j o b  t o  do.
1................ - 2 ............... 3— ...........4 ....................5 ............... 6 .................. 7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
a gree  d i s a g r e e
I have g r e a t  co n f id e n ce  in  h i s ( h e r )  good judgment .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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I would vo te  f o r  him(her)  in  a c l a s s  o r  group e l e c t i o n .
7................ 6 ...................5...................4 ............... 3 ..................2 ................... 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
a g re e  d i s a g r e e
I f  I wanted t o  g e t  t h i n g s  done ,  I could p robab ly  depend on 
h im (he r ) .
7 ................ 6 —  ------- 5...................4 ............... 3 ..................2 ...................1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
a g re e  d i s a g r e e
He(She) would be a poor  problem s o l v e r .
1.................2...................3-------------- 4............... 5..................6 ...................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
B. Competence
i n t e l l i g e n t  7 ------ 6------ 5------ 4------ 3------ 2 -------1 u n i n t e l l i g e n t
incompeten t  1------ 2------ 3------ 4 ------ 5------ 6 -------7 competent
wise--- 7------ 6------ 5— '-4 ------ 3------ 2-------1 f o o l i s h
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I I I .  Phys ica l  A t t r a c t i v e n e s s  F ac to r s
A. Phys ica l  A t t r a c t i v e n e s s
I t h i n k  t h a t  he (she)  i s  q u i t e  handsome ( p r e t t y ) .
7 - ----------- 6..................5— ............. 4 ................. 3 ................. 2 .................. 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  ve ry  wel l  groomed.
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  ve ry  sexy loo k in g .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I f i n d  him(her)  ve ry  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y .
7 ------------ 6 - ............. - 5 ...........— 4 ................3— ............2 ................. 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
He(She) i s  no t  ve ry  good loo k in g .
1................ 2 ................—3------------- 4 ................5 - .................6 .................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
A member o f  t h e  o p p o s i t e  sex  would p robab ly  r eg a rd  h im(her)  as 
ex t rem e ly  a t t r a c t i v e  p h y s i c a l l y .
7 .................6 --------------- 5------------- 4 ................3 ............— 2................. 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
a gree  d i s a g r e e
B. Grooming A t t r a c t i v e n e s s
u n a t t r a c t i v e  1-----2------ 3 ------ 4------ 5------ 6 -------7 a t t r a c t i v e
good look in g  7-----6------ 5 ------ 4------ 3------ 2------- 1 p l a i n
s loppy----- 1-----2------ 3 ------ 4 ------ 5------ 6 -------7 wel l -groomed
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C. Phys ica l  Beauty
b e a u t i f u l  7 
u n a t t r a c t i v e  1 
good look ing  7 
ap p e a l in g  7
— 6 - - —5—— 4 - - —3— —2— — 1 ugly
------2 - - —3—- - 4 — —5—- 6 - - —7 a t t r a c t i v e
— _6— —5— - - 4 — —3— —2— - 1 p l a i n
— ,-6— —5——4— —3— —2— — 1 unappea l ing
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IV. Soc ial  D is tance  F ac to r s
A. R e je c t io n
I c o u l d n ' t  g e t  any th ing  accomplished wi th  h im (he r ) .
1................ 2 - ............... 3..........  4 ...................5------------- 6.................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
I woul.d neve r  want t o  s tudy  wi th  h im (he r ) .
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
a gree  d i s a g r e e
We could never  e s t a b l i s h  a pe rsona l  f r i e n d s h i p  wi th  each o t h e r .
1................ 2..................3 ....................4------------- 5..................6 .................7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
B. Informal  Soc ia l  Acceptance
I d e f i n i t e l y  would no t  en joy h i s ( h e r )  company.
1.................2— ...........3 ....................4 ................. 5 ............. —6................ 7
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
C. In t imacy
I f e e l  t h a t  I know h im(her)  p e r s o n a l l y .
7— ............ 6 ............. - 5 ................. 4 ................. 3 ................. 2 .................. 1
s t r o n g l y  s t r o n g l y
agree  d i s a g r e e
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